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Abstract  
This thesis describes the phonemic inventory and morphophonological properties of the Shor 
language. Shor is a Turkic language spoken in southwest Siberia, in the area designated as 
Mountainous Shoriya. It is one of more than 100 minority languages spoken in the territory of 
Russia, and it is currently on the verge of extinction. The language is characterized by 
agglutinative morphology, vowel harmony, and consonant assimilation typical of Turkic 
languages, which are discussed in the project. The main phonological processes, morphotactics, 
and some aspects of grammar are described and discussed in this thesis. Along with the 
discussion of the morphophonology of Shor, the paper describes the geographic spread of the 
language, including important ethnographic and sociolinguistic data and information.
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1. Introduction and Background 
Shor is a Turkic language that belongs to the Khakas subgroup of the Uyghur-Oghuz 
group of the Turkic language family. The language is spoken in the territory of the Russian 
Federation in southwest Siberia, in the area called Mountainous Shoriya. There are 
approximately 13,000 native Shors, but only 2,839 people speak their mother tongue. The 
linguistic description of the phonological properties of Shor has been present primarily in 
Russian language-based scientific literature; information about phonetics and phonology of Shor 
in English-based linguistic literature is practically non-existent. The main research that was 
conducted to describe phonology, morphology, and other linguistic properties of Shor can be 
found in Grammar of the Shor Language [Rus.: Grammatika shorskogo jazyka] by Dyrenkova, 
published in 1941. All of the work that followed has been based on it and references 
Dyrenkova’s grammar. The existing descriptions of the Shor phonemic inventory are available 
primarily in the Russian language. Since Russian was the metalanguage used to describe the 
phonological and morphological properties of Shor, almost all researchers used Cyrillic to 
describe Shor vowel and consonant phonemes instead of the commonly accepted International 
Phonetic Alphabet (IPA); thus, the symbols used to designate phonemes were Cyrillic script 
graphemes. Due to the lack of a comprehensive description of the Shor phonology in English 
linguistic literature, in this thesis I will provide a description of the Shor phonemic inventory, 
including a description of the morphophonological processes of the language, using the 
International Phonetic Alphabet and thus fill the gap in the theoretical description of the Shor 
language. That is, this thesis is a descriptive research of the Shor language that investigates its 
phonological and morphological properties by providing a theoretical account of the description 
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of the Shor vowel and consonant inventories and the phonological processes that take place 
among them. 
1.1 Objective 
The main goal of this thesis is to describe the Shor phonemic inventory by providing the 
description and classification of the Shor vowels and consonants using the International Phonetic 
Alphabet (IPA), as such a description does not exist in the linguistic literature on Shor.  In order 
to do that, I will compare the phonemic inventories of Shor proposed by previous Russian 
researchers. Based on this comparison, I will introduce a phonemic inventory of the Shor 
language and describe it using the IPA. I will discuss and compare the descriptions of the Shor 
phonemic inventories proposed by the following authors: Dyrenkova (1941), Babushkin and 
Donidze (1966), Borodkina (1977), Pospelova (1977), Chispiyakova and Shavlova (1991), 
Chispiyakov (1992a, 1992b), Donidze (1996), and Musaev (2014). I will provide the information 
about the morphophonological processes in the Shor language, such as vowel harmony and 
consonant assimilation. Additionally, I will describe and discuss syllable structure, stress, and 
some grammatical features of Shor. Furthermore, I will present some important ethnographic 
information, sociolinguistic data, and include discussion on the ethnogenesis of the Shor people. 
The choice of the language is due to the fact that it is severely endangered (only 2,839 out 
of 12,888 Shor people speak the language), and it is important to document it by providing the 
description of its phonemic inventory and its morphophonological properties. 
1.2 Project Significance 
The significance of this project is determined by the need to provide a comprehensive 
linguistic description of the phonology of the Shor language as one of the world’s endangered 
languages, which is significantly under researched and not well documented. All the previous 
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research on Shor phonological and morphological properties is found primarily in the Russian-
language literature, leaving a gap in the descriptive study of Shor for non-Russian speakers. In 
the current English-language literature on Shor, there is no comprehensive description of its 
phonemic inventory using the International Phonetic Alphabet; it is therefore important to 
provide such a description with the discussion of the previous research and language data 
examples. That is, this thesis will provide a description of Shor phonetic and phonological 
properties for non-Russian speakers. 
The description of the Shor phonemic inventory presented in this project will offer a 
theoretical account for the phonological and morphological aspects of Shor linguistics. The 
results of this research might serve as a basis for further studies of the Shor language in 
particular, as well as for typological studies of the Turkic languages in general.  The presented 
ethnographic and sociolinguistic data will serve as an additional source for the documentation 
and research of the language. 
1.3 Structure of This Thesis 
This thesis consists of seven chapters; each chapter provides a descriptive investigation 
on different aspects of the Shor language with an emphasis on the description of the phonemic 
inventory of the language. Chapter 1: Introduction and Background contains introductory 
information about ethnography and the sociolinguistic situation. Chapter 2: Previous Research of 
the Shor Language contains information about the history of linguistic descriptions of the Shor 
language, including information about the development and evolution of its writing system and 
alphabet as well as a general linguistic description of the language and review of the previous 
research. The core of this thesis, that is, the investigation and description of its phonemic 
inventory, is broken down into two chapters: Chapter 3: Shor Vowels investigates Shor vowel 
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phonemes through the examination of the existing descriptions of the Shor vowels, and after 
their analysis, I propose a tentative inventory of the Shor vowel phonemes; and Chapter 4: Shor 
Consonants examines Shor consonant phonemes and is where I propose the consonant inventory 
of the Shor language. The following chapter, Chapter 5: Syllable Structure, Stress, Dialectal 
Variation, contains some additional information about the language that concerns its syllabic 
structure, stress, as well as an insight on dialectal variations of the language. Chapter 6: 
Grammatical Features gives an overview of its grammatical structure and the main 
morphological and syntactic properties of the Shor language. Lastly, the final chapter, Chapter 7: 
Conclusion and Recommendations for Further Research, concludes the research with the 
summary of the discussed matters and provides recommendations for further research.  
1.4 Ethnography of Shors 
1.4.1 Geographic spread of the language. Shor is a Turkic language spoken by the 
Shor people who inhabit southwest Siberia, mainly in the south of Kemerovo Oblast
1
 in the area 
designated as Mountainous Shoriya
2
  (Kimeev, 1989, p. 11). Figure 1 (Dallmann, 2012) shows 
the distribution of the Shor people among the indigenous peoples of the North, Siberia, and Far 
East regions of Russia. The largest group of Shors inhabits the town of Tashtagol located on the 
Kondoma River in the Tashtagol district of the Kemerovo Oblast. Small groups of Shor people 
that did not lose their traditional lifestyle and language live in taiga
3 
villages (ulus in Shor) on the 
river Mrassu and its left tributary, Pyzas. Some Shor inhabit the Republic of Khakassia, where 
they assimilated to the local population (Kimeev, 1989, p. 13).
                                                 
1
 Kemerovo Oblast (or Kemerovo Region) is one of the 85 federal subjects of the Russian Federation that borders 
with Tomsk Oblast in the north, Krasnoyarsk Krai and the Republic of Khakassia in the east, the Altai Republic in 
the south, and with Altai Krai in the west and Novosibirsk Oblast in the northwest. 
2
 From Rus. Gornaya Shoriya/Горная Шория, which translates as Mountainous Shoriya, or Mountain Shoriya. 
3
 Taiga is the name of the dense boreal forests in Siberia. 
  
Figure 1. Geographical spread of the Shor language, Kemerovo Region, southwest Siberia (Dallmann, 2012). 
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Small groups of Shors who left their traditional settlements in Mountainous Shoriya 
(Gornaya Shoriya) live in the city of Novokuznetsk and in the nearby small towns of Kemerovo 
Oblast—Osinniki, Myski, and Mezhdurechensk (Kimeev, 1989, p. 11). 
The name “Shor” was first used to designate the speakers of Shor by the Turkologist-
ethnographer Radloff in the 19th century, whereupon it became an ethnonym of all Turkic groups 
of that area. Radloff was the first to unite the tribal groups of Kuznets Tatars under this name and 
distinguish them from other linguistically and culturally related Teleuts, Kumandins, Chelkans, 
and Abakan Tatars (Radloff, 1893, p. 375). Radloff also published a first comprehensive list of 
the tribal groups of Shors (Radloff, 1883).   
Through the efforts of the Panel for the Study of the Tribal Composition of Siberia [Rus.: 
Komissija po izucheniju plemennogo sostava narodov Sibiri], by the beginning of the 20th 
century, the view that the Turkic-speaking population of the area under the name Shor 
constituted one unified ethnic group had been established. Since then, Shors have been included 
in the list of peoples of the USSR (Patkanov, 1923, p. 6), and the name Shor has been used to 
name a national district on the south of Kemerovo Oblast—the Mountainous Shoriya district  
[Rus.: Gorno-Shorskij rajon]  (Kimeev, 1989, p. 13).  
There are several self-designated names for Shors. The main autonym of the people is 
Shor kizhiler—“Shor people.” The name Tadar kizhiler —“Tatar people”—“evidently came into 
use through Russian officials in the 17th century and, as a political term, embraced all the Turkic 
peoples obliged to pay tribute to Russia” (Kolga et al., 2001, p. 305). Other self-designated 
names, like Mras kizhler (people of the Mrassu River) or Kondym Chon (people of the Kondoma 
River) refer to locality. The name Сhysh kizher (people of the taiga) is employed by the people 
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when living “away from their natural habitat” (Kolga et al., 2001, p. 305). The autonym of the 
language is Shor tili (Shor language) and Tadar or Tatar tili (Tatar language). 
1.4.2 Origin. The origin of the Shors and their language has not been indisputably 
explained, although it is commonly believed in the ethnographic literature on Shor that Shors are 
turkinized descendants of the Ugric, Samoyedic, and Kets. For instance, Radloff considered 
Shors to be the descendants of the Yenisei Ostyak (Ket) tribes. He supported his claim with the 
fact that the upper reaches of the Tom' River have the Yenisei-origin toponymy, with some 
similarities in anthropological features of Shors and Yenisei Ostyaks as well as with the ability 
of Shors, just like the Kets, to mine and process iron ore while living a sedentary lifestyle that 
other Turkic ethnicities in the adjacent areas were not able to do (Radloff, 1893, p. 167). The 
turkologist Aristov held the same view, considering Shors and other groups of north Altai people 
to be turkinized Yeniseian and Samoyedic (Aristov, 1897, p. 69). Likewise, Kolga et al. (2001) 
suggested that, 
based on anthropological, ethnological and folkloristic deductions, the ancestors of the 
Shors are supposed to have been tribes of the Ob-Ugrians and the Kets. As nomads, they 
have roamed the taiga regions north of the Sayan Mountains and paid their tribute [to the 
Turkish Kagans, the Uighur Khans, and the Mongol and Kalmyk landlords]… Between 
the 6th and 13th centuries the tribes, influenced by the ancient Altaics, the Uighurs, and 
the Yenisey Kirgiz, adopted the Turkic language… Later, the Tatar and Mongol ethnic 
elements considerably increased (pp. 306-307).  
However, there is also a different point of view on the ethnogenesis of Shors. For 
example, Verbitsky claimed that “Niello Tatars” are either of Finnish descent merged with 
Mongolian ethnicity (Verbitsky, 1870, p. 10), or of Chud Finnic descent merged with some 
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Turkic elements (Verbitsky, 1871). Adrianov (1884, p. 290) and Yadrintsev (1891, p. 94) also 
considered Shors to be of Finnish descent.  
Anthropologists have conflicting theories regarding the ethnogenesis of Shors. According 
to Yarho (1947), Shors and other Khakas ethnicities originated from Yenisei Ostyak descent (p. 
15). When researching carniological material, Alekseyev (1965) concluded that Shors as an 
ethnic group formed in the period of the Bronze Age from ethnic groups that inhabited some of 
the areas of the Northern Altai and who spoke Samoyedic and Ugric varieties. According to 
Alekseyev (1965), the Turkization of the people that happened next was cultural, rather than 
through intermarriage (p. 86). Bitadze (1986) found a lot in common in the anthropology of 
Shors with Nenets and Khanty (p. 19). According to Kim (1984), carniological comparison of 
Shors with other ethnicities that also inhabit Southern Siberia shows that Shors have the greatest 
similarity to Bachat Teleuts and a significant difference from Upper Aba Khakas (p. 192).  
The ethnographer Ivanov (1955) found similarities in the paintings on the Shor shaman 
drums and tree bark paintings with those of Khakas and Teleuts. The ornaments on the traditional 
Shor fabrics, clothing, belts, and mittens show high similarity to that of Southern Khanty, Mansi, 
Narym Selkup, and Kumandin (p. 165). Shor sculpture art has much in common with the 
sculpture of Kumandin, Chelkan, and Tubalar (p. 667).  
Research in the field of ethnonymy and toponymy by Dulzon (1962) in the Mountainous 
Shoriya  area showed a prevalence of Samoyedic names along the Kondoma River and a 
prevalence of Ket names along the Mrassu and the Tom' Rivers and in the upper reaches of the 
Abakan River (p. 78). At the same time, another archeologist, Kyzlasov (1959), considered these 
toponymic names to be of Ugric origin, while he considered the peoples who inhabited the areas 
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along the Mrassu and Abakan Rivers to be the turkinized descendants of the Old Ugric affinity 
(pp. 74-126). 
Kimeev (1989) summarized these and other hypotheses on ethnogenesis of Shors and 
distinguished the following components of their origin based on the generalization of these 
hypotheses (p. 38): 
- The following features are usually attributed to the Ugric component of the Shor 
ethnogenesis: common anthropological features of the Shor and the Ugric people, similar 
tailoring of some of the men’s and women’s clothing, house hearths made of poles 
covered with clay, log barns on high poles, curvilinear ornament on the clay pottery, and 
images of the ancestral spirits on shaman drums. 
- The Samoyedic component of the Shor ethnogenesis involves the following: the eponym 
“Shor,” some thematic paintings on tambourines, and toponyms in the Kondoma River 
basin. 
- The Ket component of the Shor ethnogenesis comprises these features: toponyms in the 
basins of the rivers Mrassu and Tom', some hunting techniques and hunting equipment, 
forms and shapes of the tambourines, some lexical similarities, customs of child burial 
on trees and in stumps, bear elements in the culture, birch worship in shamanism, 
blacksmith craft, and some other elements. 
1.4.3 History. At the end of the 19th and beginning of the 20th century, the Shor 
people consisted of two ethnographic groups: the northern forest steppe “Aba” group [Rus.: 
северная лесостепная “абинская”] and the southern mountain taiga “Shor-Birusin” group 
[Rus.: южная горнотаежная “шорско-бирюсинская”] (Kimeev V. M., 1997, p. 14). The two 
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groups had different levels of socio-economic development, peculiarities of housekeeping, and 
material culture.  
Researchers distinguish three stages in the history of the Shor people:  
1. 1600—beginning of 1900s: formation of the ethnographic groups; 
2. mid 1920—end of 1930s: formation of the Shor ethnos; 
3. 1940—today: weakening of the ethnic specificity and assimilation of the Shor ethnos 
to the Russian-speaking population of the majority (Kimeev, 1997, p. 14).  
After the establishment of the Mountainous Shoriya national district in 1926, 
geographically spread groups of Mrassu and Kondoma Tatars were consolidated into one ethnos 
under the name “Shor.” Since then, the name Shor has been used in state documentation as the 
official name of the Mrassu and Kondoma Tatars as well as the name for the geographical 
territory that Shors inhabited. The period of the mid-1920s to the end of 1930s can be described 
as the process of ethnic and national self-identification of the Shor people; during this period 
Shors conducted multiple conferences and congresses to unite the people, raise national self-
awareness, and preserve their culture and the language. This process, however, has never been 
fully completed due to intensive exploitation of the natural resources of the Mountainous Shoriya 
district that started in the same period. As a consequence, a significant number of the Shor 
population started leaving their native lands and moving into the urban areas. A sharp drop in the 
number of Shors living in the Mountainous Shoriya district led to the abolition of the district in 
1938, dividing it into three administrative districts—Tashtagol, Kuzedejevo, and Myskovsky—
which on the one hand, improved governance and economic development of the regions, and on 
the other, it slowed the development of Shors as an ethnic group as more and more of the Shor 
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population started undergoing urbanization and assimilation into the Russian-speaking 
population.  In this regard, Kolga et al. (2001) mention that Shors had:  
No national theatre, publications, radio or any such manifestations of culture. The new 
masters of the Shors’ land are industry, aliens and the Russian language. Alcoholism and 
venereal diseases are rampant. Although their land is extremely rich (coal, ferrous metals 
and gold), the Shors have benefited very little from it. Even though the coal mines have 
annual production of 150 million tons (1985), not a single ruble of this profit is used to 
promote Shor culture (p. 308). 
1.4.4 Typology. According to the classification of the Turkic languages by the Russian 
Turkologist Baskakov (1962), Shor belongs to the Khakas subgroup of the Uyghur-Oghuz group 
of the Turkic languages (p. 291). The classification of the Turkic languages by Baskakov was 
translated from Russian into English and adopted into this thesis; Figure 2 illustrates the position 
of Shor as a Turkic language of the Khakas subgroup of the Uyghur-Oghuz group together with 
Khakas, Kamassian, Chulym, Western Yugur, and the northern dialects of Altai (Baskakov, 
1962, pp. 307-312). 
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Figure 2. Position of the Shor language within the Turkic language family, based on Baskakov, 1962.
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Having common features with other Turkic languages that belong to the Khakas 
subgroup, Shor also has specific features that distinguish it as a separate language. According to 
Baskakov (1962), these features include the following (p. 291): 
1. Phonetic Structure:  
(1) a.  /o/ ~ /u/    ɔŋnɑ- ~ uŋnɑ-  ‘know’, ‘understand’ 
b.  /o:/ ~ /u:/   ɔ:l ~ u:l   ‘sun’ 
c.  /i/ ~ /j/  kiʒi ~ kjʒi   ‘man’, ‘human’ 
d.  /z/ ~ /j/   qɒzʌn ~ qɔjʌn  ‘hare’ 
   pɔzʊ ~ pɔjʊ   ‘he (himself)’ 
e.  /t͜ ʃ/ ~ /t/   t͜ʃɔq ~ tɔq  ‘no’ 
2. Vocabulary features: developed hunting terminology; vocabulary rich with Mongolian 
elements. 
3. Grammatical features: 
a. a different  form of the negative transgressive:  -pʌ:n/-pɛ:n,     -
bʌ:n/-bɛ:n, -mʌ:n/-mɛ:n (cf.: -pi:n/-bi:n/-mi:n); 
b. a different form of the participle: -ɢɑ:t͜ʃ/-ge:t͜ʃï and the negation 
form on -pʌ:t͜ʃï/-pɛ:t͜ʃï; 
c. a different form of the participle:  -t͜ʃʌŋ/-t͜ʃɛŋ; and 
d. verb contraction. 
1.4.5 Dialects. Shor has two main dialects, Mrassu and Kondoma, named after the 
rivers near which the Shors have their habitats. The Mrassu dialect, or the z-dialect, is spoken by 
the Shors who live in the areas along the Mrassu River and its tributaries, from the upper reaches 
of Mrassu to its confluence into the river Tom', as well as along the river Tom' from the border 
with the republic of Khakassia downstream to the village of Kelchezas, inclusively (in the village 
Kelchezas, a subdialect transitional from the Mrassu dialect to the Kondoma subdialect is 
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spoken). The Kondoma dialect, or the j-dialect, is spoken by the Shors who inhabit the areas 
along the Kondoma River and its tributaries, from the river’s upper reaches to its confluence into 
the river Tom', as well as along the river Tom' from the estuary of the Kondoma upstream to the 
village of Abashevo, inclusively, and downstream up to the river Upper Teres’ (Chispiyakova, 
1991, p. 15). Chispiyakova (1991) notes that the western border of the Kondoma dialect runs 
along the river Tshumysh and its tributaries up to the Altai Krai region where the Kondoma 
dialect stays in close contact with the Kumandin dialect of the Altai language (p. 15). The names 
of the rivers, Mrassu and Kondoma, are the Shor names; the name Mrassu translates from Shor 
either as “yellow river” or “cedar river,” and the name Kondoma translates as “meandering 
river.” The Mrassu dialect is the most widespread; the Shor literary language is based on the 
Mrassu dialect. Baskakov (1962) claims that the Mrassu dialect shares similarities with the 
northern dialects of Altai (p. 292).   
 A detailed description of the dialects and subdialects of Shor is given in the Textbook on 
dialectology of the Shor language (Uchebnoje posobije po dialectologii shorskogo jazyka) by 
Chispiyakova from 1991, where the author includes information on phonology, morphology, and 
lexicons of the two dialects. In her research, Chispiyakova subdivides the Mrassu and Kondoma 
dialects into the following corresponding subdialects:  
1. The subdialects of the Mrassu dialect (Chispiyakova, 1991, p. 15):  
a. Lower Mrassu subdialect. Spoken in the Mrassu River area from the Homutov 
rapids to its confluence into the river Tom'; also spoken on the left shore of Tom' 
from the mouth of the Mrassu to the settlement Bolbyn'.  
b. Tom' subdialect. Spoken along both shores of the river Tom' and along its 
tributaries from the border with the Republic of Khakassia to the confluence of 
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the river Mrassu into the Tom'; further downstream it is spoken on the right shore 
of the Tom' down to the village of Kelchezas (where a transitional dialect between 
Mrassu and Kondoma is spoken). 
c. Middle Mrassu subdialect. Spoken along the river Anzas, the right Mrassu 
tributary, also in the small Mrassu area upstream and downstream. This subdialect 
is phonetically close to the Lower Mrassu subdialect, though it has some 
Kondoma dialect features. The specific feature of the Middle Mrassu subdialect 
that makes it stand out among other varieties is word-final [ŋ] instead of [ɣ] and 
[ʁ], as in kit͜ʃiŋ ‘small’, suŋ ‘water’ instead of kit͜ʃiɣ, suʁ, respectively. 
d. Kabyrza subdialect. Spoken along the river Kabyrza, the right Mrassu tributary, 
where “behind the mouth of the river Uzas” (Chispiyakova, 1991, p. 16) it turns 
into the Upper Mrassu dialect (see below); also spoken downstream along the 
river Mrassu to the village Saga, inclusively. 
e. Upper Mrassu subdialect. Spoken on the upper reaches of the river Mrassu, 
behind the mouth of the river Uzas. The characteristic of this variety is a special 
kind of stress and intonation. The Upper Mrassu and the Kabyrza varieties share 
common characteristics and features; for instance, both subdialects palatalize 
word-final [ɑ] when preceded by [t͜ ʃ], [ʃ] and the consonant cluster [jl], as in  
kɛlt͜ʃɑ̽ ‘(s/he) goes’,  sɪjlɑ̽ ‘to treat’, ‘to regale’; both varieties palatalize [l], as 
in ʌljba:m ‘I did not take’, ʌ:lj ‘settlement’; both have the disruption of the 
backness harmony, as in ʌdɛj ‘dog’; both have a more frequent metathesis than in 
other varieties, as in pʌlɢa instead of pʌɢla ‘to tie down’, ‘to bind’. 
2. The subdialects of the Kondoma dialect (Chispiyakova, 1991, pp. 16-17): 
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a. Lower Kondoma subdialect. Spoken in the valley of the river Kondoma, from its 
mouth up to the river Mundybash flows into it; along the river Tshumysh and 
along the river Tom' from the village Bezrukovo, inclusively to the river Upper 
Teres'; and along the river Aba (Chispiyakova notes that currently there are no 
Shor settlements along this river (1991, p. 16). The specificity of this subdialect 
when compared to the general Kondoma dialect is substitution of the word-final 
[s] with [ʃ] in the speech of the Shors of the settlement Abashevo, as in qɯʃ 
‘girl’, qaʃ ‘goose’ ‘duck’, tuʃ ‘salt’ instead of qɯs, qas, tus respectively.  
b. Mundybash (Kalar) subdialect. Spoken along the river Mundybash and its 
tributaries. This subdialect is characterized by the “strong” rounding harmony, 
which is also characteristic of the Mrassu dialect (for example, qɒldu ‘hand-
Acc’, pɒldu ‘I was’) and the “weak” backness harmony (adɛj ‘dog’, qɒjɛn 
‘hare’). A more consistent change of the [ʁ] and [n] into [j] in the intervocalic 
position: ølɛŋ ‘grass’ → ølɛji ‘his grass’, suʁ ‘water’ → køl suju ‘lake 
water’. 
c. Antrop subdialect. Spread along the river Antrop (a Kondoma tributary) and in 
part of the valley of Kondoma above the mouth of the Antrop, approximately 
before the confluence of the river Munzhy into it. The Antrop subdialect is 
heavily influenced by the Kumandin dialect of the Northern Altai. 
d. Upper Kondoma subdialect. Spoken along the river Kondoma from the 
confluence of the Munzhy into its headstreams; also spoken in the settlements of 
Kichi, Jelsay, Aleksandrovka, and others located along the small rivers of the 
drainage basin of the river Pyzas. The characteristic feature of this dialect is 
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deletion of the uvular stop /ɢ/ in suffixes: t͜ʃɐbaɢa → t͜ʃɐbʌ ‘foal’, ‘colt’, 
qarlïɢaʃ → qarlʌʃ ‘swallow (bird)’.  
e. Pyzas subdialect. Spread along the river Pyzas (from its headstreams to its lower 
reaches) a few kilometers before its confluence into the Mrassu. This subdialect 
has been influenced by the upper Mrassu subdialects (palatalization of [l] in any 
position as well as the typical Mrassu intonation) and is considered to be a 
transitional variety from the Kondoma to the Mrassu dialect. 
Thus, the Mrassu dialect is defined as the z-dialect with the intervocalic and final z, while 
the Kondoma dialect is the j-dialect with the intervocalic and final j. Chispiyakova (1991) 
mentions that sometimes the lower Mrassu and lower Kondoma subdialects are referred to as 
Northern Shor subdialects, while upper Mrassu and upper Kondoma subdialects are referred to 
as Southern Shor subdialects (p. 18). The boundaries between the Southern Shor subdialects 
(i.e., varieties spoken in the southern Shoriya area) are very subtle and blurred due to strong 
dialectal interaction forming a dialect continuum of transitional varieties.  The dialectal 
boundaries among the Northern Shor subdialects area (i.e., varieties spoken in the northern 
Shoriya) are more defined. More discussion on the Mrassu and Kondoma dialectal variation with 
data examples and comparison can be found in Chapter 5, section 5.3.    
To conclude, Shor is classified as the language of the Khakas subgroup of the Uyghur-
Oghuz group of the Turkic language family of the Altaic macro family with two main dialects, 
Mrassu and Kondoma, and a variety of subdialects. The classification of the Shor language, 
according to Baskakov (1962), is illustrated in Figure 3: 
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Altaic 
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                                                 East Turkic  
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Figure 3. Classification of the Shor language according to Baskakov, 1962. 
 
As of today, Shor is acknowledged as an independent language and is assigned a three-letter ISO 
639-3 identifier [cjs]. 
1.4.6 Writing system.  The first writing system for the Shor language was created in 
1885 by Russian missionaries and was based on the Russian Cyrillic alphabet. By 1927, the 
alphabet was modified with some additional letters that were absent in the original Cyrillic 
alphabet created for the Shor language. In 1929–1930, a Latin alphabet was introduced instead of 
the Cyrillic; however, in 1938, it was again replaced by the Cyrillic-based alphabet. The 
comparison of the Shor alphabets and an in-depth discussion on the changes in the writing 
system of Shor can be found in Chapter 2, section 2.1.  
1.5 Sociolinguistic Situation 
1.5.1 Current status of Shor as an indigenous language of Siberia. According to the 
All-Russian National Census of 2010, there are 2,839 people who speak the Shor language (The 
Russian Census of 2010. Volume 1, 2010). At present, Russian is the main language that Shors 
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use in daily communication outside the home, but Shor is slowly giving way to Russian within 
the families and at home as well.  The local government is making attempts to preserve the 
language and keep the cultural and historical heritage of the Shor people. For example, in 1989, 
the Kuzbass State Pedagogical University established the Department of the Shor Language and 
Literature that exists to this day. The main goal of the department is to teach Shor language, 
history, culture, and traditions to Shor students. The students of the department study grammar, 
phonology, dialectology, comparative grammar of Shor and Russian, Shor folklore and literature 
as well as literature of other minority peoples of South Siberia, and methodology of teaching the 
Shor language and literature. In 2005, 25 students graduated with a specialty of teaching Shor. 
The Novokuznetsk City Non-Governmental Organization “Shoriya” was established in 1990 
and, since then, has been holding seminars and sessions on Shor language and culture. In 2007, 
Shoriya started publishing a Shor bulletin “Temner” (which means “Times” in Shor) that comes 
out every month and highlights news and events of the Shor community as well as global events 
that affect indigenous people worldwide. Shoriya has developed a website, The News of the Shor 
People (Novosti shorskogo naroda), dedicated to the Shor community (http://shor-people.ru/), 
where the news and events in the life of Shor people are regularly presented (Novosti shorskogo 
naroda, 2015). Every month the site publishes an online newspaper bulletin “Temner” that can be 
freely downloaded from the website. However, all the above listed resources, including the 
website and the newspaper, are in Russian, rather than in Shor. 
Since the invasion of Siberia by Russians about three centuries ago, the number of Shors 
has been slowly decreasing. It turned out that the land of the Shor people, Mountainous Shoriya, 
is rich in minerals, particularly in coal, which was the main reason why the Russians occupied 
these lands (Stukova, 2006, p. 245). The land of the Shors rapidly became a highly developed 
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industrial region, which led to the destruction of the Shors’ traditional way of life and 
assimilation of the language and culture to that of the Russians, which led to the decline of the 
Shor’s culture and traditions. 
Constant changes in the socio-economic and political circumstances affected the 
population of Shors as well. Table 1 shows the fluctuation in the number of the Shor population 
from the year 1939 to the year 2010 (population numbers of the years 1939 to 1989 are taken 
from Stukova, 2006, p. 244; population number of the year 2010 is taken from The Russian 
Census of 2010. Volume 4, 2010); we can see a quite large increase in the population through 
years 1987, 1926, and 1939, where the number of people went up from 11, 674, and 13,000 to 
16,042, respectively. The increase of the Shor population hit its highest point in the year 1939 
(16,042 people) followed a slow decline in following years: in the year 2010, the number of Shor 
people went down to 12,888. Though we cannot fully trust the reliability of the early years’ 
censuses, it is interesting to point out that the population number of the year 2010 (12,888 
people) is still higher than the earliest population count recorded in 1897 (11, 674 people; see 
Table 1). 
Table 1. The Population of Shors Through the Years 1897 to 1989 
 
According to Volume 4 Ethnic population, Language Knowledge, and Citizenship [Rus.: 
Tom 4. Natsionalnyj sostav i vladeniye jazykami, grazhdanstvo, 2010] of the census of 2010, 
there are 12,888 ethnic Shors (The Russian Census of 2010. Volume 4, 2010). The census shows 
that they inhabit five federal districts of Russia: the Kemerovo Oblast, the Republic of 
Year 1897 1926 1939 1959 1970 1979 1989 2010 
Number 
of people 
11,674 13,000 16,042 14,938 15,950 15,182 15,745 12,888 
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Khakassia, the Krasnoyarsk Krai, the Altai Krai, and the Republic of Altai. The distribution of 
the Shor population among the five federal districts is represented in Table 2.     
Table 2. Distribution of the Indigenous Peoples of Shor in the Russian Federation 
 
Shors The entire 
population 
 
Kemerovo 
Oblast 
Republic of 
Khakassia 
Krasnoyarsk 
Krai 
Altai 
Krai 
Republic of 
Altai 
Number of 
people 
12,888 1,0672 1,150 161 118 87 
 
Among the 12,888 Shors living in the five federal districts, 9,353 people live in urban 
areas and 3,535 people live in rural areas (The Russian Census of 2010. Volume 1, 2010), which 
suggests that the traditional lifestyle of Shors is slowly being abandoned as more people move to 
urban areas and acquire the modern lifestyle. Table 3 shows the distribution of Shor men and 
women into three categories: total number of men and women living in both urban and rural 
areas, number of men and women living in urban areas only, and number of men and women 
living in rural areas only. 
Table 3. Distribution of the Shor Population Among Rural and Urban Areas 
 Urban and rural areas Urban areas Rural areas 
Men 
and 
women 
Men  Women Men 
and 
women 
Men Women Men 
and 
women 
Men Women  
Number  
of people 
12,888 5,956 6,932 9,353 4,241 5,112 3,535 1,715 1,820 
 
 Among the 12,888 people who identified themselves as Shors, only 2,626 claimed to 
know and be able to speak the Shor language (The Russian Census of 2010. Volume 4, 2010). In 
comparison, 10,635 Shors out of the total 12,888 know and are able to speak Russian. 
An interesting fact is that 2,839 people that belong to other ethnic groups claimed to be 
able to speak the Shor language; among those are a large number of Russians (112), some 
22 
 
  
Uzbeks (18), a few Tatars (6), and single members from other ethnicities. The number of people 
who belong to other ethnic groups and who are able to speak the Shor language is illustrated in 
Table 4 (The Russian Census of 2010. Volume 4, 2010). 
Table 4. Knowledge of the Shor language by Ethnic Groups of the Russian Federation 
 
Ethnic group Number of people who 
speak Shor 
Russians 112 
Tatars 6 
Ukrainians 3 
Bashkirs 2 
Avar 1 
Mordvins 2 
Kazakhs 4 
Lezgians 1 
Buryats 1 
Germans 1 
Uzbeks 18 
Tuvans 1 
Moldovans 1 
Koreans 1 
Kyrgyz 1 
Altay 1 
Khakas 1 
Koryaks 1 
Kumandins 3 
Teleuts 1 
 
Volume 4 Ethnic population, Language Knowledge, and Citizenship [Rus.: Tom 4. 
Natsionalnyj sostav i vladeniye jazykami, grazhdanstvo, 2010] of the census also provides 
information on which other ethnicities besides Shors consider the Shor language to be their 
mother tongue. Thus, there are 21 Uzbeks who consider Shor to be their native language, 13 
Russians, 7 Khakas, and single members of other ethnicities. A full list of other ethnicities who 
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consider Shor to be their mother tongue is represented in Table 5 (The Russian Census of 2010. 
Volume 4, 2010). 
Table 5. Number of People in Other Ethnic Groups that Consider Shor to Be Their 
Native Language 
 
Ethnic group 
 
Consider Shor to be their 
native language 
Russians 13 
Tatars 1 
Avars 1 
Kazakhs 1 
Uzbek 21 
Koreans 1 
Altay 2 
Khakas 7 
Kumandins 2 
Teleuts 1 
Chelkans 1 
 
1.5.2 Cultural assimilation and shift to the Russian language.  Stukova (2006) notes 
that the state educational policy of 1940 resulted in the “emergence of a Shor intelligentsia: there 
appeared Shor teachers, a scientist… several doctors, writers, journalists, clerks” (p. 247). Some 
of the Russian classical literature was translated into Shor (Stukova, 2006, p. 247). However, 
after 1943 the official use and teaching of the national language was stopped due to “accusations 
of counter-revolutionary activities and nationalistic plots” (Stukova, 2006, p. 247). At the same 
time, rapid economic development in the area triggered the growth of the Russian-speaking 
population, and the Shors quickly became “outnumbered by their co-inhabitants, which 
accelerated their assimilation process and the loss of their native traditions” (Stukova, 2006, p. 
247). Stukova points out that today more than 70% of Shors consider Russian to be their native 
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language, which suggests that they use Russian not only in social interethnic communication but 
also within families (p. 247).  
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2. Previous Research of the Shor Language  
In this chapter, I will discuss the development of the linguistic research of Shor. I will 
talk about the development and evolution of the Shor writing system and the alphabet as well as 
the development of the general linguistic description of the language. I will also provide a review 
of the previous linguistic research of the Shor language in general and its phonology in 
particular. 
2.1 Review of Related Literature and Preliminary Studies 
The Shor language had not had a writing system down until the 19th century (see Chapter 
1). The first attempt to create literacy for the people was made in the 1870s by the Altai 
Orthodox missionaries whose goal was the Christianization of the indigenous people of Altai. 
The Altai Orthodox Mission was researching the languages of the indigenous peoples and 
creating Christian literature for them. A few biblical translations had been created by the mission 
into Shor (Dyrenkova, 1941, pp. 3-4). As one of the main concerns of the Bolshevik government 
of that time was to bring literacy to the indigenous peoples to consolidate and unite the people of 
the Soviet Union (Stukova, 2006, p. 247), the mission created an alphabet for the Shor language 
that used Cyrillic script (a Russian-based Cyrillic script with a few Latin symbols), following the 
language policy of the Soviet Union (Stukova, 2006, p. 246): а, о, у, ы, е, ӱ, ӧ, i, л, р, с, з, ш, ж, 
ч, м, н, ҥ, к, г, п, б, т, д, j, й (ь, я, э) (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 4) . Later, the alphabet was slightly 
altered, the Latin symbols i and j were replaced by the Cyrillic variants , и and й, respectively (а, 
б, г, д, ж, з, и, й, к, л, м, н, ҥ, о, ӧ, п, р, с, т, у, ӱ, ч, ш, э, ю, я), and in 1927, a first Shor 
language primer was published and a first Shor newspaper, Kyzyl Shor, started being distributed 
(Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 4). In 1930–1933, a Latin alphabet was introduced instead of Russian in 
accordance with changes in the language policy, which now required all Turkic and Tatar 
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nationalities to have a unified Latin script; the Latin-based alphabet was a variant of the new 
Turkic alphabet (Burykin 2000:24). In 1930, the first Shor language primer, with the following 
Latin alphabet, was published: a, b, c, d, ə, f, g, ƣ, i, j, k, q, m, n, n̡ , ө, o, p, r, s, t, u, v, ş, z, ƶ, l, ь, 
y, į. The newspaper Kyzyl Shor started using this new Latin alphabet (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 4). In 
1938, due to another new change in the language policy, which now required all languages of the 
Soviet Union to be in Cyrillic, the Latin alphabet was replaced with the Cyrillic script, which 
prompted further development of the Shor writing system. Later, the Cyrillic alphabet was 
modified several times. Today, the language uses the modified Cyrillic alphabet. The 
development of the Shor alphabet through time is illustrated in Table 6, which lists the alphabets 
in chronological order with the number of letters of each alphabet: 
Table 6. Comparison of Shor Alphabets 
1885 1927–1929 1929–1938 1941 1992 1993 
Alphabet 
compiled by 
Altai Christian 
Mission 
Official 
alphabet based 
on Russian 
Latin-based 
alphabet 
Alphabet used 
in the grammar 
of Dyrenkova 
Alphabet used 
in the grammar 
of Chispiyakov 
Alphabet used 
in the 
dictionary of 
Kurpeshko-
Tannagasheva 
& Aponkin 
Cyrillic Cyrillic Latin Cyrillic Cyrillic Cyrillic 
29 letters 27 letters 30 letters 35 letters 39 letters 38 letters 
A a A a A a  A a A a A a 
    Ä ä  
Б б Б б  Б б Б б Б б 
  V v В в В в В в 
Г г Г г G g  Г г Г г Г г 
  Ƣ ƣ  Ғ ғ  Ғ ғ 
Д д Д д D d  Д д Д д Д д 
Е е  Ə ə Е е Е е Е е 
  F f  Ё ё Ё ё 
Ж ж Ж ж Ƶ ƶ  Ж ж Ж ж Ж ж 
З з З з Z z  З з З з З з 
I i И и I i, Į į  И и И и  И и  
Й й, J j Й й J j  Й й Й й Й й 
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1885 1927–1929 1929–1938 1941 1992 1993 
Alphabet 
compiled by 
Altai Christian 
Mission 
Official 
alphabet based 
on Russian 
Latin-based 
alphabet 
Alphabet used 
in the grammar 
of Dyrenkova 
Alphabet used 
in the grammar 
of Chispiyakov 
Alphabet used 
in the 
dictionary of 
Kurpeshko-
Tannagasheva 
& Aponkin 
Cyrillic Cyrillic Latin Cyrillic Cyrillic Cyrillic 
29 letters 27 letters 30 letters 35 letters 39 letters 38 letters 
К к К к K k  К к К к К к 
  Q q   Қ қ Қ қ 
Л л Л л L l  Л л Л л Л л 
М м М м M m  М м М м М м 
Н н Н н N n  Н н Н н Н н 
Ҥ ҥ Ҥ ҥ N̡ n ̡ Hъ нъ Ң ң  Ң ң 
О о О о О о  О о О о О о 
Ӧ ӧ  Ө ө  Ө ө  Ӧ ӧ Ӧ ӧ Ӧ ӧ 
П п П п P p  П п П п П п 
Р р Р р R r  Р р Р р Р р 
С с С с S s  С с С с С с 
Т т Т т T t  Т т Т т Т т 
У у У у U u  У у У у У у 
Ӱ ӱ Ӱ ӱ Y y  Ӱ ӱ Ӱ ӱ Ӱ ӱ 
  F f  Ф ф Ф ф Ф ф 
   Х х Х х Х х 
   Ц ц Ц ц Ц ц 
Ч ч Ч ч C c  Ч ч Ч ч Ч ч 
Ш ш Ш ш Ş ş  Ш ш Ш ш Ш ш 
   Щ щ Щ щ Щ щ 
Ь ь  Ь ь  Ь ь Ь ь Ь ь 
   Ъ ъ Ъ ъ Ъ ъ 
Ы ы Ы ы  Ы ы Ы ы Ы ы 
Э э Э э  Э э Э э Э э 
 Ю ю  Ю ю Ю ю Ю ю 
Я я Я я  Я я Я я Я я 
Linguistic research on the Shor language was started in the second half of the 19th 
century by Radloff, who united the Mrassu and Kondoma Tatars under the name of one of their 
largest clans, “Shors,” and designated their linguistic variety as the “Shor dialect” (see more in 
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Chapter 1, section 1.4.1). Radloff (1893) was the first to describe the ethnography of Shors, 
where he divided Shors into two ethnic groups: Lower Shors, the people who engaged in 
agriculture, and Niello Shors, smiths that lived upstream along the rivers Tom', Mrassu, and 
Kondoma (p. 357); Radloff compiled and described a list of 22 tribes of the Shor people (p. 214). 
The first researcher who attempted to describe some phonological properties of Shor was 
Babushkin, who described Shor orthography in his book Orthography of the Shor literary 
language [Rus.: Orfografija shorskogo literaturnogo jazyka] in 1940. Although Babushkin 
described Shor from the orthographic perspective rather than from the phonetic perspective, his 
work gives some valuable insights on the properties of the Shor vowels and consonants. 
According to Babushkin (1940), the Shor alphabet consisted of 35 letters, of which 32 letters are 
borrowed from the Russian alphabet that uses Cyrillic script, as well as three letters that are 
additional non-Cyrillic symbols (it is not specified that those letters are Cyrillic symbols, too, 
which they are; rather, it means that those symbols are not present in the Russian alphabet; p. 3). 
He also states that the 25 letters of the Russian alphabet used for the Shor alphabet denote the 
same sounds as in the Russian language, or the sounds and combinations of sounds that are close 
to the pronunciation of the corresponding sounds in Russian. Babushkin describes each 
orthographic symbol and explains what sound (phoneme) is represented by each given symbol. 
He also compares the Cyrillic and Latin scripts that had been used before in a comparison table 
of the two alphabets (pp. 5-6).  
The next—and to this day the most comprehensive—description of the Shor language is  
Grammar of the Shor Language [Rus.: Grammatika shorskogo jazyka] by Dyrenkova, published 
in 1941, which includes the description of the phonological system, morphology, and syntax of 
Shor. The grammar of Dyrenkova was based on the data that she gathered during her fieldwork 
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in Mountainous Shoriya starting in 1925; she also used the materials that were published in the 
Shor language during the period of 1930–1938. The grammar was based primarily on the Mrassu 
dialect, which is considered to be the literary Shor language (p. 5). Based on the grammar of 
Dyrenkova, Chispiyakov (1992b) published Handbook of the Shor Language for Instructors and 
Students [Rus.: Uchebnik shorskogo jazyka: Posobije dlya prepodovatelej i studentov]. Along 
with grammatical information, it contains exercises, reading texts, and vocabularies. All of the 
following work that focused on various aspects of the Shor grammar, including handbooks and 
manuals for the students learning the language, has been based on these two major works: 
Dyrenkova from 1941 and Chispiyakov from 1992b. The most recent research in the field of 
Shor phonology and experimental phonetics has been conducted by the Russian researcher 
Nikolaj Urtegeshev, who published multiple works on experimental phonetics of Shor 
(Urtegeshev, 2002, 2012; Selutina, Urtevesgev, Rizhikova, Dambyra, & Ketchil-ool, 2014). 
The current alphabet of the Shor language consists of 38 letters. Some researchers use the 
39-letter alphabet where they also include the dialectal orthographic symbol “a umlaut” ⟨ä⟩ 
(Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 7). The current alphabet is illustrated in Figure 4. The letters ⟨Э, э⟩, 
⟨Ю, ю⟩, and ⟨Я, я⟩ were introduced to the alphabet to keep the spelling of the Russian 
borrowings [e], [ju], and [ja] (Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 8). The orthography does not reflect the 
affricate [dʒ], which occurs in intervocalic position and after voiced consonants: ачыг [ɐd͜ʒɯʁ] 
‘sorrow’, қайчы [qɑjd͜ʒɯ] ‘storyteller’.    
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A a З з О о Х х Ю ю 
Б б И и  Ӧ ӧ Ц ц Я я 
В в Й й П п Ч ч  
Г г4 К к Р р Ш ш  
Ғ ғ  Қ қ5  С с Щ щ  
Д д Л л Т т Ь ь  
Е е М м У у Ъ ъ  
Ё ё Н н Ӱ ӱ Ы ы  
Ж ж Ң ң6 Ф ф Э э  
 
Figure 4. Current Shor alphabet—38 characters. 
2.2 Comparison Study of the Shor Phonemic Inventory  
The main research that has been conducted to describe phonology and morphology of 
Shor was Grammar of the Shor language [Rus.: Grammatika shorskogo jazyka] by Dyrenkova 
(1941). As mentioned earlier, all of the following work has been based on it and references 
Dyrenkova’s grammar from 1941. Almost all researchers described Shor in the Russian language 
using Cyrillic symbols instead of the commonly accepted IPA to characterize the phonemic 
inventory of the language and to label phonemes; thus, Russian was the metalanguage to 
describe the phonemic properties of Shor, and the symbols used to designate phonemes were 
Cyrillic script graphemes.  
Due to the lack of descriptive research on the phonology of Shor in the English-based 
linguistic literature, I sought to provide the description of the phonemic properties of Shor using 
the IPA. Therefore, the goal of this research is to describe the phonemic inventory of the Shor 
language using the IPA by comparing the description of the Shor phonemic inventories proposed 
by various researchers from different time periods and provide information about the 
morphophonological processes in the language. In Chapters 3 and 4, I will analyze and compare 
                                                 
4
 Ғ ғ – Ghayn, or ‘ge’ with stroke. 
5
 Қ қ – ‘ka’ with descender. 
6
 Ң ң – ‘en’ with descender. 
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the phonemic inventories of Shor proposed by the researchers Dyrenkova (1941), Babushkin and 
Donidze (1966), Borodkina (1977), Pospelova (1977), Chispiyakova and Shavlova (1991), 
Chispiyakov (1992a, 1992b), Donidze (1996), and Musaev (2014).  
Chapter 3 examines the vowel inventories; Chapter 4 investigates the consonant 
inventories. Based on this comparison study of the existing vowel and consonant inventories 
described using Russian as a metalanguage, I will present a tentative phonemic inventory of the 
Shor language using the IPA, I will describe each phoneme with the corresponding allophonic 
variants and examples, and I will discuss the main morphophonological processes in the 
language. That is, in Chapter 3, I will describe and analyze the existing descriptions of the vowel 
inventories and, based on this analysis, I will propose the Shor vowel inventory using the IPA. In 
Chapter 4, I will analyze existing descriptions of the consonant inventories and then propose the 
Shor consonant inventory using the IPA. Additionally, each chapter will have a discussion on the 
phonological processes concerning vowels and consonants.  
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3. Shor Vowels 
In this chapter, I discuss the vowel phonemes of the Shor language. In order to provide a 
comprehensive description of the vowel phonemes, I first give an overview of the existing 
inventories of the Shor vowels proposed by various researchers at different time periods who 
used Russian as a metalanguage, then I propose a tentative inventory of the Shor vowels based 
on the analysis of the existing descriptions using the IPA, where I provide a detailed description 
of each vowel phoneme, its allophones, and the environments where it occurs with the 
corresponding data examples. All data forms listed in this and the following chapters are in 
phonetic transcription, unless otherwise stated. Finally, I discuss some phonological processes 
that concern Shor vowels. Section 3.1 gives an overview of the existing description of the Shor 
vowel inventories, section 3.2 provides the analysis and the summary of the existing vowel 
inventories, and section 3.3 introduces a tentative inventory of the Shor vowel phonemes with 
their detailed description and the discussion of the phonological processes of vowel harmony in 
Shor. 
3.1 Overview of the Existing Descriptions of the Shor Vowel Inventories   
In this section, I introduce an overview of the descriptions of the Shor vowel phonemes 
presented by various researchers that are originally given using Russian as a metalanguage. In 
almost every case, the authors used Cyrillic graphemes from the orthographical system of the 
Shor language to represent the phonemes/sounds that they were describing. Below I describe the 
vowel inventories proposed by eight researchers of the Shor language throughout different 
periods of time, from the first description in 1941 to the most recent in 2014. The following 
works are discussed: Dyrenkova (1941), Babushkin and Donidze (1966), Borodkina (1977), 
Chispiyakova and Shavlova (1991), Chispiyakov (1992a, 1992b), Donidze (1996), and Musaev 
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(2014). Most of the authors (all except Borodkina and Musaev) used Cyrillic graphemes in 
square brackets [ ] to represent phonetic transcription of the sound. First, I introduce the 
description of the Shor vowel system by each author using the IPA based on their description of 
each phoneme. Then, I compare the discussed vowel descriptions and, based on this comparison, 
I propose the inventory of the Shor vowel phonemes where I will describe each phoneme, the 
environment in which it occurs, the allophonic variants, and examples of use. After that, I 
discuss the main morphophonological processes that involve vowels in the Shor language. 
3.1.1 Dyrenkova, 1941.  The first major and, to this day, one of the most significant 
studies on Shor linguistics is Grammar of the Shor language  [Rus.: Grammatika shorskogo 
jazyka] by Dyrenkova from 1941, where she describes the system of the Shor vowels and 
consonants using Cyrillic graphemes to describe phonemes. Based on her description, I was able 
to describe the corresponding phonemes using the IPA. Dyrenkova does not use the term 
“phoneme” when she describes the Shor phonemic inventory; rather, she uses the term “sound” 
or “vowel” (or “consonant” when discussing consonants). She lists eight distinct vowels /ɑ/, /ɯ/, 
/ɔ/, /u/, /ɛ/, /i/, /ø̠/, and /y/, which she distributes into the following groups (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 
7): 
1. Back: / ɑ, ɔ, ɯ, u / 
Front: / ɛ, ø̠, i, y / 
2. Broad7:  / ɑ, ɔ, ɛ, ø̠  / 
Narrow: / ɯ, i, u, y / 
3. Unrounded:  / ɑ, ɯ, ɛ, i /  
                                                 
7
 Dyrenkova and all other researchers describing Shor vowel inventory use the terms narrow and broad in regards 
to vowels to refer to the degree of the opening of the mouth cavity (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 7). The 
terms narrow and broad correspond to the terms close and open as characteristic of vowels by the proximity of the 
tongue position to the roof of the opening of the mouth. 
34 
 
  
Rounded:  / ɔ, u, ø̠, y /  
In addition to these eight vowels, Dyrenkova identifies a non-syllabic [i̯], which she 
characterizes as a semi-vowel/semi-consonant (p. 9). Dyrenkova points out that the classified 
vowels have long counterparts; the length is phonemic.  
3.1.2 Babushkin and Donidze, 1966.  In 1966, Babushkin and Donidze, in the volume 
Turkic Languages of the series Languages of the Peoples of the USSR [Rus.: Jazyki narodov 
SSSR], described the Shor phonetic inventory. Following Dyrenkova (1941), the authors used 
Cyrillic graphemes to represent phonemes. In their research, they listed 16 vowel phonemes: 8 
vowels of the normal length (/ɑ/, /ɯ/, /ɔ/, /u/, /ɛ/, /i/, /œ/, /y/) and their 8 long counterparts 
(Babushkin & Donidze, 1996, p. 468). They represent their vowel classification in a chart where 
they organize Shor vowels into open/close and unrounded/rounded, which in turn are divided 
into back vowels and front vowels. In their vowels schema, Babushkin and Donidze also include 
long vowels; the length is designated by reduplication of the vowel symbol (p. 469). The schema, 
interpreted into English and adopted, is illustrated in Table 7. 
Table 7. Classification of Shor Vowels by Babushkin and Donidze, 1966 
 Unrounded Rounded 
Back Front Back Front 
Open ɑ, ɑɑ ɛ, ɛɛ ɔ, ɔɔ œ, œœ 
Close ɯ, ɯɯ i, ii u, uu y, yy 
 
The non-syllabic [i̯] (semi-vowel, semi-consonant) proposed by Dyrenkova (1941) is attributed 
to consonants by Babushkin and Donidze, who describe it as voiced palatal fricative [j]. 
3.1.3 Borodkina, 1977.  In her paper from 1977 for the journal Languages of the 
Peoples of Siberia [Rus.: Jazyki Narodov Sibiri], Borodkina described the vowel inventory of the 
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Mrassu River dialect (the dialect that the literary Shor language is based on). Borodkina (1977) 
conducted an experimental phonetic analysis of the Shor vowels where, on the basis of 
distributional and morphological comparison of the vowels, she identified eight short and eight 
long phonemes (p. 18). The author used Latin symbols to describe Shor phonemes.
8
 Based on her 
description, I was able to identify the following phonemes:   
 Eight short vowels: /ɑ/, /ɯ/, /o/, /ʊ/, /e/, /ɪ/, /ø/, / ÿ/ 
Eight long vowels: /ɑ:/, /ɯ:/, /o:/, /ʊ:/, /e̙:/, /ɪ:/, /ø:/, / ÿ:/ 
The phonemes are classified into four groups: soft row/hard row vowels (the author states 
they are also referred to “not entirely accurately” as back/front), short/long, rounded/ unrounded, 
and open/close (or broad/narrow). She then summarizes her classification in the following 
schema (Borodkina, 1977, p. 19) illustrated in Figure 5 (interpreted into English from the 
original):  
 
Vowels 
 
                
Soft row (front) Hard row (back) 
                
unrounded rounded unrounded rounded 
                
broad narrow broad narrow Broad narrow broad narrow 
                
shor
t 
lon
g 
shor
t 
lon
g 
shor
t 
lon
g 
shor
t 
lon
g 
shor
t 
Lon
g 
shor
t 
lon
g 
shor
t 
lon
g 
shor
t 
lon
g 
e e: ɪ ɪ: ø ø: ʏ ʏ: ɑ ɑ: ɯ ɯ: o o: ʊ ʊ: 
 
Figure 5. Classification of vowels by Borodkina, 1977. 
 
                                                 
8
 Borodkina used IPA to describe all vowel phonemes except for the close back unrounded vowel ɯ, which she 
designated using the Cyrillic symbol ь used for the soft sign in Russian. In this research, I use the IPA symbol ɯ to 
designate what Borodkina defined with the Russian soft sign ь.  
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Finally, Borodkina makes a few summary notes on the environment of the Shor vowels 
(Borodkina, 1977, p. 19):  
1. All Shor vowel phonemes, besides /o/ and /ø/, are found in any position in the word. The 
phonemes /o/ and /ø/ occur only in the first syllable of the word. 
2. Two vowels cannot occur next to each other. Every vowel phoneme constitutes the 
nucleus of a syllable. 
3. In the synthetic homogeneous word forms, Shor vowels obey the laws of vowel harmony. 
4. In the synthetic heterogeneous word forms (formed mainly by the simplification of 
analytical forms), the harmony of vowels is significantly violated. 
3.1.4 Chispiyakova and Shavlova, 1991.  In the beginning of the 1990s, several 
studies on various aspects of the Shor language were published. One of the first such studies was 
Handbook of the phonetics of the Shor language [Rus.: Uchebnoye posobiye po fonetike 
shorskogo jazyka] by two researchers of Shor and other Turkic languages of Siberia, 
Chispiyakova and Shavlova, which came out in 1991. The purpose of the book was to “give a 
general idea of the sound system, rhythmic and intonation means of Shor” and was designed to 
work on the pronunciation of students studying their native tongue, as well as to teach/train 
instructors of the Shor language (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 3). The book was a detailed 
guide to phonetic and phonological principles and rules of Shor; however, as in the previous 
research, the authors here still used Cyrillic graphemes to describe Shor phonemes instead of the 
commonly accepted IPA. Nevertheless, the guide by Chispiyakova and Shavlova is one of the 
most profound groundworks that, in great detail, describes phonological processes in the 
language. Not only do the authors describe the phonology of Shor, they also explain all the 
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terminology that they use to describe it, which is tremendously important to understand for the 
students of Shor and the future Shor instructors, as the book has been primarily written for them.  
Following the previous research, Chispiyakova and Shavlova identify 16 phonemes (8 
short and 8 long) in the vowel inventory of Shor. By the qualitative characteristics, the phonemes 
are classified into the following groups (based on the authors’ description of the vowels):  
- by the degree of the opening of the mouth cavity: 
open vowels: /ɑ/, /ɛ/, /ɔ/, /œ/ 
close vowels: /i/, /y/, /u/, /ɯ̽/9 
- by the place of articulation: 
hard row vowels:  /ɑ/, /ɔ/, /u/, /ɯ̽/ 
soft row vowels: /ɛ/, /i/, /œ/, /y/ 
- by the roundedness: 
rounded: /ɔ/, /u/, /œ/, /y/ 
unrounded: /ɛ/, /i/, /ɯ̽/, /ɑ/ 
By the quantitative characteristics, vowels are classified into short and long. The authors 
describe each class of phonemes, short and long, independently. For the description of the short 
vowels, Chispiyakova and Shavlova represent vowel sounds in a vowel chart according to the 
position of the tongue, with the dialectal variants in parenthesis. The translated and adopted 
version of the chart is illustrated in Table 8 (given in parentheses are the dialectal allophonic 
variants of the phonemes). 
 
                                                 
9
  /  ̽ / – mid-centralized; /ɯ̽/ – close near-back unrounded vowel. Chispiyakova and Shavlova (1991) describe this 
phoneme as a back, but centralized phoneme; according to them,  it is more centralized than /ɑ/ (p. 12). 
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Table 8. Shor Vowels, Chispiyakova and Shavlova, 1991, p. 11 
 Front Central Back 
unrounded rounded unrounded rounded unrounded rounded 
narrow /i/ /y/   ɨ 10 (ÿ)       ɯ̽ /u/ 
semi-narrow    ( i̞ )11  /ɪ̈/  /ɯ̞/12 /u̞/13 
semi-broad /ɛ/ /œ/ /ɐ/ (œ̈)  /ʌ/ /ɔ/ 
broad (æ)    /ɑ/ /ɒ/ 
 
The vowel phonemes with positional allophones are represented in a separate chart, the 
translated and adopted version of which is illustrated in Table 9 (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 
1991, p. 11): 
Table 9. Shor Vowel Phonemes, Chispiyakova and Shavlova, 1991, p. 11 
 Front Back 
unrounded rounded unrounded rounded 
narrow 
/i/ 
[i], [i̞], [ɨ] 
/y/ 
[y], [ÿ] 
/ɯ̽/ 
[ɯ̞], [ɪ̈] 
/u/ 
[u], [u̞] 
broad 
/ɛ/ 
[ɛ], [æ] 
/œ/ 
[œ], [œ̈] 
/ɑ/ 
[ɑ], [ʌ], [ɐ] 
/ɔ/ 
[ɔ], [ɒ] 
 
The eight short phonemes listed by Chispiyakova and Shavlova are the following (based 
on their description of the vowels): /ɑ/, /ɯ̽/, /ɔ/, /u/, /ɛ/, /i/, /œ/, and /y/. After the description of 
the short vowels, the authors give the classification of the long Shor vowels that correspond to 
the eight short phonemes described above: /ɑ:/, /ɯ̽:/, /ɔ:/, /u:/, /ɛ:/, /i:/, /œ:/, and /y:/. The 
classification of the long vowel phonemes adopted from Chispiyakova and Shavlova (1991) is 
illustrated in Table 10 (p. 15):  
                                                 
10
  ɨ - close central unrounded vowel, lowered. Chispiyakova and Shavlova (1991) state that this allophone is close, 
but somewhat more open than /i/ (p. 14). 
11
 ( ̞ ) – lowered; ( i̞ ) – near-close front unrounded vowel. 
12
 (ɯ̞) – near-close back unrounded vowel. 
13
 (u̞) – near-close back rounded vowel. 
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Table 10. Shor Long Vowel Phonemes, Chispiyakova and Shavlova, 1991 
 Row 
Front Back 
unrounded rounded unrounded rounded 
narrow 
/i:/ /y:/ 
[y:], [ÿ:] 
/ɯ̽:/ 
 
/u:/ 
 
broad 
/ ɛ:/ 
[ɛ:], [æ:] 
/œ:/ 
[œ:], [œ̈:]  
/ɑ:/ 
[ʌ:], [ɐ:] 
            /ɔ:/  
[ɔ:], [ɒ:] 
 
3.1.5 Chispiyakov, 1992a.  In his book Graphics and Orthography of the Shor 
Language: Handbook for Students and Teachers [Rus.: Grafika i orfografija shorskogo jazyka: 
Uchebnoje posobije dlja studentov i prepodavatelej], Chispiyakov distinguishes 16 vowel 
phonemes: 8 short phonemes /ɑ/, /ɨ/, /ɔ/, /u/, /ɛ̈/, /i/, /ø/, /y/ and 8 corresponding long counterparts 
(described using the IPA based on the author’s description of each phoneme). Vowel phonemes 
are classified by the following criteria (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 11):  
1. Length:   
 short: /ɑ/, /ɨ/, /ɔ/, /u/, /ɛ̈/, /i/, /ø/, /y/ 
  long: /ɑ:/, /ɨ:/, /ɔ:/, /u:/, /ɛ̈:/, /i:/, /ø:/, /y:/ 
2. Proximity of the tongue position to the roof of the mouth: 
narrow: /i/, /y/, /u/, /ɨ/; /i:/, /y:/, /u:/, /ɨ:/ 
broad: /ɑ/, /ɛ̈/, /ɔ/, /ø/; / ɑ:/, /ɛ̈:/, /ɔ:/, /ø:/ 
3. Proximity of the tongue position to the front/back of the mouth (backness): 
front (or “soft”):  /i/, /ɛ̈/, /ø/, /y/; /i:/, /ɛ̈:/, /ø:/, /y:/ 
back (or “hard”):  /ɑ/, /ɔ/, /u/, /ɨ/; /ɑ/, /ɔ/, /u/, /ɨ/ 
4. Roundedness:  
unrounded: /ɑ/, /ɛ̈/, /ɨ/, /i/ 
rounded: /ɔ/, /ø/, /u/, /y/ 
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Chispiyakov (1992a) makes a note about the unclear status of the open front unrounded 
vowel [a̟] that is present in the Kondoma dialects of Shor; according to him, special research is 
needed to find out whether [a̟] is an independent phoneme or an allophone of /e/. Summarizing 
the description of vowels, Chispiyakov (1992a) points out that the pronunciation of the Shor 
vowels /ɑ/, /ɛ̈/, /ɨ/, /i/, /ɔ/, /u/ is similar to the pronunciation of the vowels in the Russian 
language (p. 14).  
3.1.6 Chispiyakov, 1992b.  In the Handbook of the Shor Language for Instructors and 
Students [Rus.: Uchebnik shorskogo jazyka: Posobije dlya prepodovatelej i studentov], 
Chispiyakov (1992b) described orthography rules, phonology, and grammar of modern Shor. 
The book was written in 1973–1974; in 1988, a Shor-Russian dictionary was added to the 
textbook. However, it was published after his book Graphics and Orthography of the Shor 
Language: Handbook for Students and Teachers [Rus.: Grafika i orfografija shorskogo jazyka: 
Uchebnoje posobije dlja studentov i prepodavatelej], which was written later. The book was 
intended for people studying the language, including philology students and future instructors of 
Shor. Chispiyakov noted that the book may also be useful for geologists, forest industry workers, 
and gold mining industry workers who may need practical knowledge of the Shor language. 
Chispiyakov lists 17 vowel sounds of Shor, which he describes using Cyrillic graphemes, and 
organizes them in alphabetical order. Presumably, because the book is targeted to Shor teachers 
and students learning Shor and not to linguists, Chispiyakov (1992b) describes sounds rather 
than phonemes. Below I represent the vowel inventory of Chispiyakov using the IPA based on 
his description of the Shor vowels (p. 8). 
Chispiyakov lists 17 vowel phonemes: 9 short vowels and 8 long vowels. In addition to 
the eight short vowels traditionally identified by other scholars, /ɑ/, /ɯ/, /o̞/, /u/, /ɛ/, /i/, /ø̈/, /ÿ/, 
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Chispiyakov also adds the front unrounded vowel /æ/ that is present in the Kondoma dialects of 
Shor; he mentions that the status of this phoneme is unclear and that more research is needed to 
determine whether it is an independent phoneme or an allophone of /ɛ/ (the alphabet version 
presented by Chispiyakov in his textbook has the corresponding orthographic representation of 
this sound, the grapheme ⟨ä⟩; see the discussion in Chapter 2 section 2.1). 
3.1.7 Donidze, 1996.  Donidze (1996) described some aspects of the Shor language in 
the volume on Turkic Languages of the series Languages of the World [Rus.: Jazyki mira], 
where he classified 16 vowel phonemes: 8 short /ɑ/, /ɯ/, /ɔ/, /u/, /ɛ/, /i/, /œ/, /y/ and 8 long /ɑ:/, 
/ɯ:/, /ɔ:/, /u:/, /ɛ:/, /i:/, /œ:/, /y:/.  The author notes that all long vowels and the short /y/ and /œ/ 
are present only in inherently Shor words.  He also points out that long vowels are secondary, 
i.e., the result of various phonetic processes at the morpheme boundaries: t͜ʃɯ:l- < t͜ʃɯɢɯl- 
‘gather (together)’, py:n < pygyn < pɔ kyn ‘today’, pɑ:r < pɑɢɯr ‘liver’ (Donidze, 1996, p. 
498).  
3.1.8 Musaev, 2014.  In his research paper on the relationship of Shor to the Kipchak 
Turkic languages [Rus.: Ob otnoshenii shorskogo jazyka k kypchatskim turkskim jazykam] from 
2014, Musaev (2014), referencing previously discussed researchers, recognizes 8 short and 8 
long vowels that together constitute 16 vowel phonemes of Shor. The short vowels by Musaev 
are the following: /ɑ/, /ɯ/, /o/, /u/, /e/, /i/, /ø/, /y/. Musaev (2014) points out that classifying Shor 
long vowels as independent phonemes is a subject of doubt and controversy because their status 
as independent phonemes is not scientifically proven (p. 15). He claims that the long vowels 
actually represent positional variants in speech when pronouncing the written words, for 
example: kɛbɛ: ← kɛbɛ+gɛ ‘to the boat’. The author points out that in Shor, like in other 
Kipchak Turkic languages, a voiced uvular stop [ɢ] deletes in intervocalic position in speech: 
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pɑɢɯr → pʌ:r ‘liver’. Musaev (2014) states that this phenomenon is common in Turkic 
languages and is not phonemic. Therefore, the status of long counterparts of the Shor vowel 
phonemes is not clear (p. 15). 
I looked at various representations of the Shor vowel phonemes from researchers over 
different time periods. As illustrated above, the inventories exemplified by various authors differ 
to some extent. Most of the researchers are unified about the classification of the eight vowel 
phonemes of the Shor language; all researchers except for Musaev (2014) describe eight short 
vowel phonemes with eight long vowel counterparts. Musaev questions the description of the 
long vowels as independent phonemes. Chispiyakov (1992a) distinguishes 16 vowel 
phonemes—eight short phonemes and eight corresponding long counterparts. Chispiyakov also 
points out the unclear status of the open front unrounded vowel [a̟] either as an independent 
phoneme or an allophone of /e/. In his follow-up publication of the same year, Chispiyakov 
(1992b) classifies nine vowels by adding the front unrounded vowel /æ/ that is present in the 
Kondoma dialects of Shor as an independent vowel.  
3.2 Summary of the Existing Descriptions of the Shor Vowel Inventories   
The original findings of Shor vowel inventories proposed in Cyrillic are shown in Table 
11, where the described inventories are compared. Following Table 11, I give the interpretation 
of the original inventories in Cyrillic using the IPA in Table 12. Comparison of Shor Vowel 
Inventory Proposed by Various Authors Interpreted with IPA. Thus, below are the two 
comparison tables of the Shor vowel inventories classified by various researchers from different 
time periods: Table 11 shows the original Cyrillic representations of phonemes while Table 12 
represents the same findings using the commonly accepted IPA.  
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Table 11. Comparison of Shor Vowel Inventories Proposed by Various Authors in 
Cyrillic 
 
Dyrenkova, 1941 
(8 phonemes) 
   /ɑ/        /ы/          /о/          /у/    /е/ /и/  /ö/      /ӱ/ 
Babushkin & Donidze, 
1966 
(8 phonemes) 
   /ɑ/        /ы/          /о/ /у/    /е/ /и/  /ö/      /ӱ/ 
Borodkina, 1977 
(8 phonemes) 
   /a/        /ъ/           /o/ /ʊ/    /e/   /ɪ/        /ø/      /y/ 
[ə][ɜ]     [ъ̽][ъ̈ ][ѣ]    [o̽]     [ʊ̽][ʊ̈] [ʊ̝̱̽]    [e̙] [ɪ̙][ɪ̝]     [ø̙]  [y̙][y][y̝] 
Chispiyakova & 
Shavlova, 1991 
(8 phonemes) 
     /ɑ/         /ы/        /о/          /у/        /е/         /и/   /ö/   /ӱ/ 
[ɑ][α][ɑ̽]   [ы][ъ]    [о][ɔ]    [у][y̽]   [e][ɑ̈]   [и][i][ь]  [ö][o̽] [ӱ][y] 
Chispiyakov, 1992a 
(8 phonemes) 
    /а/         /ы/ /о/ /у/ /е/ /и/ /ö/ /ӱ/ 
     [ä]  
Chispiyakov, 1992b 
(17 phonemes) 
    /а/         /ы/  /о/ /у/ /е/ /и/ /ö/ /ӱ/   /ä/ 
    /a:/          /ы:/  /о:/  /у:/  /e:/  /и:/  /ö:/  /ӱ:/ 
Donidze, 1996 
(16 phonemes) 
    /а/          /ы/  /о/  /у/  /е/  /и/  /ö/  /ӱ/ 
    /a:/          /ы:/  /о:/  /у:/  /e:/  /и:/  /ö:/  /ӱ:/ 
Musaev, 2014 
(16 phonemes) 
    /a/         /y/  /o/ /u/ /e/ /i/ /ö/ /ü/ 
    /aa/         /yy/  /oo/  /uu/  /ee/  /ii/  /öö/  /üü/ 
 
After I assigned phonetic symbols to the vowels in the inventories of the Shor vowel system 
classified by various researchers, I used the authors’ description of each phoneme to interpret 
their findings from Cyrillic into the internationally accepted IPA. My findings are illustrated in 
Table 12, which lists the inventories of the Shor phonemic systems proposed by different 
scholars from different time periods interpreted with IPA:  
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Table 12. Comparison of Shor Vowel Inventory Proposed by Various Authors 
Interpreted with IPA 
 
Dyrenkova, 1941 
(8 phonemes) 
/ɑ/, /ɯ/, /ɔ/, /u/, /ɛ/, /i/, /ø̠/, /y/    
Babushkin & Donidze, 
1966 
(8 phonemes) 
/ɑ/, /ɯ/, /ɔ/, /u/,  /ɛ/, /i/, /œ/, /y/ 
Borodkina, 1977 
(8 phonemes) 
/ɑ/, /ɯ̽/,  /o̽/,  /ʊ/,  /e̠/,  /ɪ/,  /ø̠/,  /ÿ/ 
Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 
1991 
(8 phonemes) 
/ɑ/,  /ɯ̟/,  /ɔ/,  /u/,  /ɛ/, /i/,  /œ/,  /y/ 
Chispiyakov, 1992a 
(8 phonemes) 
/ɑ/,    /ɨ/,  /ɔ/, /u/,  /ɛ̈/,  /i/,  /ø/, /y/ 
Chispiyakov, 1992b 
(17 phonemes) 
/ɑ/,  /ɯ/,  /o̞/,  /u/,  /ɛ/,  /i/,  /ø̈/,  /ÿ/       /æ/ 
/ɑ:/,  /ɯ:/,  /o̞:/,  /u:/,  /ɛ:/,  /i:/,  /ø̈:/,  /ÿ:/ 
Donidze, 1996 
(16 phonemes) 
/ɑ/,  /ɯ/,  /ɔ/,  /u/,  /ɛ/,  /i/,  /œ/,  /y/ 
/ɑ:/,  /ɯ:/,  /ɔ:/,  /u:/,  /ɛ:/,  /i:/,  /œ:/,  /y:/ 
Musaev, 2014 
(16 phonemes) 
/ɑ/,  /ɯ/,  /o/,  /u/,  /e/,  /i/,  /ø/,  /y/ 
/ɑ:/,  /ɯ:/,  /o:/,  /u:/,  /e:/,  /i:/,  /ø:/,  /y:/ 
 
3.3 Shor Vowel Inventory 
  Based on the analysis of the previous research, I was able to identify eight vowel 
phonemes with the corresponding allophones:  
         /ɑ/: [ɑ] [ʌ] [ɐ] 
         /ɯ/: [ɯ] [ɪ̈]  
         /ɔ/:  [ɔ] [ɒ]  
         /u/:  [u] [ʊ]  
         /ɛ/:  [ɛ] [æ] 
         /i/:   [i] [ɪ] [ɨ̞] 
         /y/:  [y] [ÿ]  
         /ø/:  [ø] [ɵ] 
 
According to the position of the tongue, Shor vowel phonemes can be classified into front /ɛ/, /i/, 
/y/, /ø/ and back /ɑ/, /ɯ/, /ɔ/, /u/, close /i/, /y/, /ø/, /ɯ/, /u/ and open /ɛ/, /ɑ/, /ɔ/; this is illustrated 
in the vowel dimension chart in Table 13. 
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Table 13. Shor Vowel Dimensions 
 Front Central Back 
Close /i/ /y/ 
/ø/ 
 /ɯ/ /u/ 
Open /ɛ/  /ɔ/ 
/ɑ/  
 
As apparent from Table 9, Shor vowel phonemes can be divided into front and back; there are no 
central phonemes. However, some allophones of the front and back phonemes represent their 
centralized variants. If we include the allophonic variations of the identified vowels, we will get 
the following representation of the Shor vowel dimensions given in Table 14, where we can see 
the centralized allophones of the front and back phonemes. 
Table 14. Shor Vowel Dimensions with Corresponding Allophones 
 Front Central Back 
 
 
Close 
 /i/ /y/ 
[i] [y]       [ÿ]       
                   
                [ɪ] 
    /ø/ 
    [ø] 
[ɨ̞] 
         [ɪ̈] 
           
/ɯ/ /u/ 
                      [ɯ] [u] 
             
          [ʊ] 
                         
 
Mid 
   
   
  
        [ɵ] 
 
 
                           
 
 
Open 
  /ɛ/ 
    [ɛ] 
        [æ] 
 
    [a] 
      
 
[ɐ] 
                          /ɔ/ 
                   [ʌ] [ɔ] 
 
                         /ɑ/  
                       [ɑ] [ɒ] 
 
Based on the vowel dimension charts, Shor vowels can be categorized according to the 
distinctive features of height, backness, and roundness (place of articulation features).  The 
distinctive features of Shor vowels are depicted in Table 15.  
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Table 15. Distinctive Features of the Shor Vowels 
Vowel /i/ /ɛ/ /y/ /ø/ /ɯ/ /u/ /ɔ/ /ɑ/ 
High + - + - + + - - 
Back - - - - + + + + 
Round - - + + - + + - 
       
The identified phonemes are represented in Table 16, which lists each phoneme, its allophonic 
variants, and its orthographic representation.  
Table 16. Shor Phonemes with Corresponding Allophones and Graphemes 
Phoneme Allophone  Grapheme 
/ɑ/ 
[ɑ] stressed 
⟨а⟩ [ʌ] stressed 
[ɐ] reduced 
/ɯ/ 
[ɯ] stressed 
⟨ы⟩ 
[ɪ̈] red. and str. 
/ɔ/ 
[ɔ] stressed 
⟨о⟩ 
[ɒ] stressed 
/u/ 
[u] stressed 
⟨у⟩ 
[ʊ] reduced 
/ɛ/ 
[ɛ] stressed ⟨е⟩, ⟨э⟩ 
[æ] stressed ⟨e⟩, (⟨ä⟩) 
/i/ 
[i] stressed 
⟨и⟩ [ɪ] stressed 
[ɨ̞] reduced 
/y/ 
[y] stressed 
⟨ӱ⟩ 
[ÿ]  stressed 
/ø/ 
[ø] stressed 
⟨ӧ⟩ 
[ɵ] stressed 
 
One-to-one phoneme-grapheme correspondence (without corresponding allophones) is illustrated 
in Table 17. 
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Table 17. Shor Phoneme-Grapheme Correspondence 
Phoneme Grapheme 
/ɑ/  ⟨a⟩ 
/ɯ/  ⟨ы⟩  
/ɔ/  ⟨о⟩ 
/u/  ⟨у⟩ 
/ɛ/ 
⟨э⟩ 
⟨е⟩ 
/i/  ⟨и⟩ 
/y/  ⟨ӱ⟩ 
/ø/  ⟨ӧ⟩  
 
To represent the Shor vowel inventory more fully, in Table 18, I illustrate each phoneme with its 
corresponding allophones, short description, examples of orthographic and phonetic 
representation, as well as English and Russian glosses. 
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Table 18. Shor Vowel Phonemes with Example Words  
Phon. Alloph. Description Orthography IPA 
Transcript. 
 
Gloss 
English 
Gloss 
Russian 
/ɑ/ 
[ɑ] 
open back 
unrounded  
a. қара qɑrʌ ‘black’ ‘чёрный’ 
[ʌ] 
open-mid back 
unrounded  
b. пала pʌlʌ ‘child’ ‘ребенок’ 
[ɐ] 
near-open 
central 
c. ташқын tɐʃqɯn ‘flood’ ‘наводнение’ 
/ɯ/ 
[ɯ] 
close back 
unrounded 
d. тыт tɯt ‘larch’ ‘лиственниц
а’ 
[ɪ̈] 
near-close 
central 
unrounded  
e. аӊны ɑŋŋɪ̈ ‘hunter’ ‘охотник’ 
/o/ 
[ɔ] 
open-mid back 
rounded 
f. шор ʃɔr ‘Shor’ 
(person) 
‘шорец’ 
[ɒ] 
open back 
rounded 
g. қозан qɒzʌn ‘hare’ ‘заяц’ 
/u/ 
[u] 
close back 
strongly 
rounded 
h. тура turɐ ‘city’ ‘город’ 
[ʊ] 
near-close back 
weakly rounded 
i. торум tɔrʊm ‘pine cone’ ‘шишка’ 
/ɛ/ 
[ɛ] 
open-mid front 
unrounded  
j. терек tɛrɛk ‘poplar’ ‘тополь’ 
[æ] 
near-open front 
unrounded  
k. ӱлгеш ylgæʃ ‘fishing 
rod’ 
‘удочка’ 
/i/ 
 
[i] 
close front 
unrounded 
l. тиш tiʃ ‘tooth’ ‘зуб’ 
[ɪ] 
near-close near-
front 
unrounded 
m. кижи kɪʒi ‘human’ ‘человек’ 
[ɨ̞] 
close central 
unrounded  
n. эжик ɛ:ʒɪ̈k ‘door’ ‘дверь’ 
/y/ 
[y] 
close front 
rounded 
o. тӱлгӱ tylgy ‘fox’ (fem.) ‘лисица’ 
[ÿ]  
close near-front 
rounded   
p. кӧбӱк købyk ‘foam’ ‘пена’ 
/ø/ 
[ø] 
close-mid front 
rounded 
q. тӧжек tøʒɛk ‘bed’ ‘кровать’ 
[ɵ] 
close-mid 
central rounded 
r. кӧп kɵp ‘many’ ‘много’ 
(Data from multiple sources: Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991; Dyrenkova, 1941; Chispiyakov, 1992a; Chispiyakov, 
1992b) 
3.3.1 Detailed description of the Shor vowel phonemes. In the discussion in section 
3.3, I identified eight vowel phonemes /ɑ/, /ɯ/, /ɔ/, /u/, /ɛ/, /i/, /ø/, /y/ with the corresponding 
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allophonic variants. This section will provide a detailed description of each phoneme, its 
corresponding allophones, as well as environment and dialectal variations. 
/ɑ/—open back unrounded vowel, orthographically represented with the grapheme ⟨а⟩; it is 
realized in three variants, [ɑ], [ʌ] and [ɐ]:  
- [ɑ]—open back unrounded vowel, occurs in the environment of velar and uvular 
consonants:  
(1)  a. ɑŋ  ‘animal’ 
b. qɑm  ‘shaman’ 
c. qɑrʌ  ‘black’ 
 d. mɑɢɑ ‘to me’ (Dat.)               (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 12) 
 
- [ʌ]—open-mid back unrounded vowel, occurs in the environment of all other 
consonants except velars and uvulars:  
(2)  a. ʌt  ‘horse’  
 b. pʌlʌ  ‘child’  
c. sʌs   ‘swamp’ 
d. pʌr-  ‘go’ 
e. tʌʃ  ‘stone’                          (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 12) 
- [ɐ]—near-open central vowel, occurs in the first unstressed syllable of two-syllabic 
words as well as in a stressed syllable when the preceding syllable contains close back 
unrounded vowel [ɯ] or near close central rounded vowel [ɪ̈], back rounded vowels [ɔ] or 
[u], and in some other cases: 
(3)       a. tɐʃqɯn  ‘flood’   
b. t͜ ʃ ɪ̈lɐ́n  ‘snake’ 
c. turɐ́   ‘city’, ‘town’ 
d. ɔrɐ́m   ‘street’              (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 12) 
In the unstressed position /ɑ/ becomes somewhat reduced and in its articulation becomes close to 
the articulation of /ɯ/ (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 7). The phonemes /ɑ/ and /ɯ/ alternate depending on 
the subdialect: ʌ:rʌ ‘there-direct.’, ‘in that direction’—in the literary dialect (Mrassu) as 
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opposed to ʌ:rɪ̈ – in the Kondoma and Tom' subdialects, similarly qɑrt͜ʃʌ ~ qɑrt͜ʃɪ̈ ‘back, 
backwards’,  qɑrtɑɢɑ ~ qɑrtɪ̈ɢɑ ‘hawk’, ‘kite’.  A palatalized [ɑ̽] is present in some dialects; 
it is found when preceded by [t͜ ʃ] and [ʃ] – for example kɛlt͜ʃɑ̽ ‘he/she comes’—and when 
preceded by the combination [jl], as in qɑjlɑ̽ ‘to give’, ‘to treat’, ‘to present’ (Dyrenkova, 1941, 
p. 8).  
 
/ɯ/—close back unrounded vowel, more advanced (fronted) than /ɑ/, which is why some 
researchers refer to it as central rather than back (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 12); in the 
orthography represented with the grapheme ⟨ы⟩; has two allophonic variants, [ɯ] and [ɪ̈]: 
- [ɯ]—close back unrounded vowel:  
(4)       a. ɯs-  ‘send away’, ‘send off’, ‘delegate’ 
b. qɯl  ‘girl’ ‘daughter’ 
c. tɯt  ‘larch’                                                 (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 8) 
d. qɯs  ‘girl’ 
e. pɐlɯq ‘fish’ 
f. ɐltɯn ‘gold’                           (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 12) 
- [ɪ̈]—near-close central unrounded vowel, occurs in the first syllable of two-syllabic 
words, in the second unstressed syllable of the polysyllabic word, as well as in word-final 
position:  
(5)       a. qɪ̈zɯl   ‘red’ 
b. qɯjɢɪ̈lɯq   ‘mythical bird’ 
c. ɑŋŋɪ̈   ‘hunter’ 
d. t͜ ʃʌzɪ̈   ‘steppe’, ‘field’ 
e. ʌt͜ ʃɯqnɪ̈   ‘hunter’, ‘trader’  
 (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 12) 
The unstressed [ɪ̈] is acoustically similar to unstressed [ɐ]: qɑrlɪ̈ɢɑʃ ~ qɑrlɐɢɑʃ ‘swallow’ 
(bird), ʃʌlgɪ̈nɑq ~ ʃʌlgɐnɑq ‘nettle’. Note the alternation between [u] and [ɪ̈]: pulʌn ~ 
pɪ̈lʌn ‘elk’, qurt͜ʃu ~ qurt͜ʃɪ̈   ‘thimble’, ɪ̈lgɑ- ~ ulgɑ- ‘cry (V)’ (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 
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8). In some cases the unstressed [ɪ̈]/[ɯ] can get reduced to the point that it is deleted: sʌrɯn → 
sʌrn ‘song’, pulʌn → pɪ̈lʌn → plʌn ‘elk’ (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 13). 
 
/ɔ/—open-mid back rounded vowel, in the orthography represented with the grapheme ⟨о⟩; it 
is realized in two allophonic variants, [ɒ] and [ɔ]: 
- [ɒ]—open back rounded vowel, occurs after uvular stops [q] and [ɢ]:  
(6)       a. qɒn  ‘to spend a night’ 
b. qɒl  ‘arm’, ‘hand’ 
c. qɒj   ‘sheep’ 
d. qɒʃ-  ‘to nomadize’ 
e. qɒzʌn  ‘hare’                            (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 13) 
- [ɔ]—open-mid back rounded vowel, occurs elsewhere:  
(7) a. ɔt   ‘fire’ 
b. t͜ ʃɔq   ‘no’    
c. pɔl-   ‘to be’ 
d. tɔj   ‘wedding’ 
e. ɔdʊn ‘wood’, ‘chuck’ 
f. pɔrʌn  ‘blizzard’, ‘storm’ 
g. tɔrʊm   ‘pine cone’                   (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 12) 
h. ʃɔr   ‘Shor’  
i. sɔɢɑn  ‘arrow’                                                  (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 8) 
/u/—close back rounded vowel, represented in the orthography with the grapheme ⟨у⟩; has 
two allophonic variants [u] and [ʊ]: 
- [u]—close back strongly rounded vowel, occurs in all positions except when in the 
second unstressed syllable, and except when the first syllable of a bisyllabic word has the 
phoneme [ɔ]:  
(8)       a. uq-  ‘to listen’ 
b. tur-   ‘to stand’  
c. suʁ   ‘water’ 
d. qusqun  ‘raven’ 
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e. turɐ   ‘city’, ‘town’ 
f. uluʁ  ‘big’, ‘great’  
g. qur   ‘belt’ 
h. tuzɐq ‘loop’                            (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 13) 
- [ʊ]—near-close near-back weakly rounded vowel, occurs in the second and third 
unstressed syllable of polysyllabic words and in the second syllable of bisyllabic  words, 
if the first syllable contains [ɒ] or [ɔ]:  
(9)       a. tɔrʊm ‘pine cone’,  
b. ɔdʊn  ‘wood’, ‘chuck’ 
c. ɔqtʊn  ‘bullet-PL’ 
d. tɔrʊmnʊ  ‘pine cone-ACC’           (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 13) 
In the Kondoma dialect, this allophone loses its roundness, turning into [ɪ̈] or sometimes to [ɯ] 
and violating the rounding harmony (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 13); note the 
alternation between [u] and [ɔ]: u:l ~ ɔ:l ‘son’, ‘boy’, uŋnʌ ~ ɔŋnʌ ‘to know’, ‘to 
understand’. 
/ɛ/—open-mid front unrounded vowel,  represented in the orthography with the grapheme ⟨э⟩ 
in word-initial position and with the grapheme ⟨е⟩ elsewhere; occurs in two allophonic variants, 
[ɛ] and [æ]: 
- [ɛ]—open-mid front unrounded vowel, occurs in almost any position:  
(10) a. ɛr  ‘man’                                                   (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 8) 
b. ɛ:ʒɨ̞q  ‘door’ 
c. kɛl-   ‘to come’ 
d. tɛrɛk  ‘poplar’ 
e. pɛʃ   ‘five’ 
f. ɛlɛk   ‘sieve’ 
g. sɛgɨ̞s  ‘eight’                           (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 14) 
- [æ]—near-open front unrounded vowel, this allophone is typical of the Kondoma 
subdialects, particularly of the southern (Upper) Kondoma varieties and occurs in the 
second syllable of bisyllabic words when the first syllable has close vowels [y], [i], or [ɨ̞], 
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in the first syllable of the bisyllabic words when the following consonant is the palatal 
approximant [j], as well as in some monosyllabic words:  
(11) a. ylgæʃ  ‘fishing rod’ 
b. sygæn   ‘fishing net’  
c. kynæʃ   ‘foal’                (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 14) 
d. næjnɛk   ‘grandmother’  
e. tlæs   ‘noise’                              (Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 17) 
It should be noted that the near-open front unrounded vowel [æ] in the Kondoma dialect is 
sometimes represented with a separate grapheme ⟨ä⟩ in writing (Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 16); 
however, it is not represented in the alphabet with an independent grapheme. Chispiyakov 
(1992a) notes that the status of this vowel is unclear, and additional research is needed to 
establish whether [æ] is an independent phoneme or an allophone of /ɛ/. 
 
/i/—close front unrounded vowel, orthographically represented with the grapheme ⟨и⟩; has 
three allophonic variants, [i], [ɪ] and [ɨ̞]: 
- [i]—close front unrounded vowel:  
(12) a. kir-  ‘to walk in’, ‘to come in’   
b. tiʃ   ‘tooth’ 
c. pir   ‘one’ 
d. kirbik ‘eyelash’ 
e. pit   ‘louse’                          (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 14) 
 
- [ɪ]—near-close near-front unrounded vowel, this allophone is most typical of the 
Upper Kondoma subdialects:  
(13) a. kɪʒi   ‘human’ 
b. ɪt   ‘dog’ 
c. kɪr-   ‘to come in’                  (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 14) 
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- [ɨ̞]—close central unrounded vowel (more open than [i]), acoustically close to super 
short [i]; occurs in the unstressed position, particularly in the second unstressed syllable 
as well as in the final syllable when the vowel of the preceding syllable lengthens:  
(14) a. igɨ̞nt͜ ʃi ‘second’  
 b. ɛ:ʒɨ̞k  ‘door’ 
c. ɛ:zɨ̞rik  ‘drunk’                         (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 14) 
 
/y/—close front rounded vowel, represented in the writing system with the grapheme ⟨ӱ⟩; 
occurs in two allophonic variants [y] and [ÿ]: 
- [y]—close front rounded vowel:   
(15) a. ygy  ‘eagle owl’ 
b. yn   ‘voice’ 
c. købyk  ‘foam’  
d. tylgy  ‘fox’                              (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 13) 
- [ÿ] – close near-front rounded vowel (retracted front [y]), this allophone is typical of 
the Kondoma subdialects, specifically of its southern subdialects, and occurs in the same 
positions as [y] (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 13):  
(16) a. ÿgÿ   ‘eagle owl’ 
b. ÿn   ‘voice’  
c. købÿk ‘foam’ 
d. tÿlgÿ  ‘fox’                                   (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 13) 
 
/ø/—close-mid front rounded vowel, orthographically represented with the letter ⟨ö⟩; there are 
two allophones of this phoneme, [ø] and [ɵ]: 
- [ø]—close-mid front rounded vowel:   
(17) a. køp  ‘many’, ‘a lot’  
b. søs  ‘word’                           (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 13) 
c. ølɛŋ   ‘grass’  
d. købyr ‘coal’, ‘charcoal’ 
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e. tøʒɛk  ‘bed’                                                    (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 9) 
- [ɵ]—close-mid central rounded vowel (retracted [ø]), this allophone, similarly to [ÿ], is 
typical of the Kondoma subdialects, especially its southern subdialects, and appears in the 
same positions as [ø]:  
(18) a. sɵs  ‘word’ 
b. kɵp   ‘many’, ‘a lot’  
c. ɵlɛŋ   ‘grass’ 
d. kɵbyr  ‘coal’, ‘charcoal’ 
e. tɵʒɛk ‘bed’                             (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 13) 
 
The described short vowels have corresponding long counterparts. Since one can find 
identical words that differ only in vowel length and the meanings of which are different, vowel 
length in Shor is phonemic:  
(19) a. ʌl-  ‘to take’  ʌ:l  ‘settlement’  
b. qɒl   ‘hand’, ‘arm’   qɒ:l   ‘empty’  
c. ɔl   ‘that’, ‘he’   ɔ:l   ‘boy’, ‘fellow’, ‘son’ 
d. sɯn  ‘ridge’   sɯ:n   ‘Siberian stag’ (animal) 
e. t͜ ʃɯʃ  ‘forest’   t͜ ʃɯ:ʃ   ‘gathering’, ‘meeting’ 
    (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 14) 
In the writing system, vowel length is indicated by reduplicating the corresponding vowel 
grapheme, as shown in (20) a-h: 
Grapheme Example Transcr. Gloss 
(20) a. aa:   aaк   ɑ:q   ‘small’, ‘shallow’  
b. ыы:   чыыл-  t͜ ʃɯ:l-   ‘to gather’  
c. оо:   чооқ   t͜ ʃɔ:q   ‘conversation’  
d. уу:   қуу   qu:   ‘swan’  
e. ии:   тииң   ti:ŋ   ‘squirrel’  
f. ее:   теең   tɛ:ŋ   ‘even’, ‘smooth’ 
g. ӱӱ:   пӱӱн   py:n   ‘today’  
h. öö:  öoр   ø:r   ‘pack’ (animal pack) 
   (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 14) 
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3.3.2 Phonological processes: Vowel harmony. In this section I discuss the main 
phonological process that concerns Shor vowels, which is vowel harmony, particularly backness 
harmony and rounding harmony. I state the rules that govern vowel ha  rmony in Shor and give 
corresponding data examples for the stated rules. I also examine the violation of vowel harmony 
in Shor and provide relevant examples. 
 Backness harmony.  Shor, as a Turkic language, exhibits the phenomenon of 3.3.2.1
vowel harmony. In the stem/base of the word and in the process of suffixation, Shor vowels 
assimilate to the feature [+back] of the vowel in the preceding syllable: front vowels do not occur 
in word stems with back vowels and, vice versa, back vowels do not occur in word stems with 
front vowels (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 13). The process of backness harmony in Shor can be 
expressed in the following formula: 
Formula 1. Backness Harmony in Shor 
                                                       V →  αback /__(C)αback 
                                                       V →  αback /__+(C)αback 
 
 Data in Table 19 illustrates examples of vowel harmony in the word stems/word bases, 
listing first the initial grapheme and phoneme of the word base, then the orthographic 
representation of the Shor words, followed by its phonetic transcription and glosses in Russian 
and in English. The data is taken from Dyrenkova (1941, p. 13). 
 
 
 
 
 
57 
 
  
 
Table 19. Backness Harmony in the Word Base/Stem 
  Shor IPA Transcr. Gloss English Gloss Russian 
⟨а⟩, /a/ a. азық  ɐzɯq  ‘stock’ ‘запас’ 
  b. қазан qɒzʌn  ‘kettle’, ‘pot’ ‘котел’ 
  c. қазың qɑzɯŋ  ‘birch’ ‘береза’ 
  d. қарак qɑrɑk ‘eye’ ‘глаз’ 
  e. aяс (айас) ɐjʌs  ‘clear’, ‘bright’ ‘ясный’ 
  f. қартыға qɑrtɪ̈ɢɑ ‘hawk’ ‘ястреб’ 
  g. қарағай qɑrɑɢɑj ‘pine’ ‘сосна’ 
  h. ағаш 
 
ɑɢɑʃ ‘tree’, ‘forest’ ‘леc’ 
⟨ы⟩, /ɯ/ a. мылтық mɪ̈ltɯq ‘gun’, ‘rifle’ ‘ружье’ 
  b. пычақ pɪ̈t͜ ʃɑq ‘knife’ ‘нож’ 
  c. чылан t͜ ʃɪ̈lɐn ‘snake’ ‘змея’ 
  d. тығын t͜ ɪ̈gɯn ‘debacle’, ‘ice 
floating’ 
‘ледоход’ 
⟨у⟩,  /u/ a. пуғдай pugdʌj ‘wheat’ ‘пшеница’ 
  b. қузуқ quzuq ‘nut’ ‘орех’ 
  c. чулат t͜ ʃulʌt ‘river’ ‘река’ 
  d. қуртуйақ qurtujɑq ‘old woman’ ‘старуха’ 
 
⟨о⟩, /o/ a. шоңма ʃɔŋmʌ ‘golden-eye duck’ ‘гоголь’ (утка) 
  b. торум tɔrʊm ‘cedar cone’ ‘кедр. шишка’ 
  c. шоюн ʃɔjʊn ‘cast iron’ ‘чугун’ 
  d. ояс ɔjʌs ‘invariability’, 
‘immutability’ 
‘неизменность’ 
⟨е⟩, /ɛ/ a. тебир tɛbir  ‘iron’ ‘железо’ 
  b. кебеге kɛbɛgɛ ‘oven’ ‘печь’ 
  c. тегелек tɛgɛlɛk ‘wheel’  ‘колесо’ 
  d. келескин 
 
kɛlɛskin ‘lizard’ ‘ящерица’ 
⟨и⟩, /i/ a. кирбик kirbik ‘eyelash’ ‘ресница’ 
  b. инге ingɛ ‘needle’ ‘иголка’ 
  c. сиргейск sirgɛjsk ‘drake duck’ ‘утка селезень’ 
  d. тигир 
 
tigir ‘alive’ ‘живой’ 
⟨ӱ⟩, /y/ a. кӱртӱк kyrtyk ‘blackcock bird’ ‘тетерев’ 
  b. тӱргек tyrgɛk ‘clew’, ‘roll’ ‘клубок’ 
  c. кӱлбӱс kylbys ‘wild goat’ ‘дикий козел’ 
  d. ӱле 
 
ylɛ ‘divide’ ‘делить’ 
⟨ӧ⟩, /ø/ a. пӧрӱк pøryk ‘hat’ ‘шапка’ 
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  Shor IPA Transcr. Gloss English Gloss Russian 
  b. мӧзӱк møzyk  ‘tall’ ‘высокий’ 
  c. тӧӧге tø:gɛ ‘stump’ ‘пень’ 
  d. чӧге (агаш) t͜ ʃøgɛ ‘linden’ ‘липа’ 
  e. ӧлеен  ølɛ:n ‘fingerling’ (small 
fish) 
‘мульки’ 
(рыбешка) 
 
 There are a few exceptions to the backness harmony in the word base when a back vowel 
is followed by a front vowel, as illustrated in Table 20, which shows examples of the violation of 
the backness harmony. Among those exceptions there are a few Russian borrowings that were 
assimilated into Shor (see examples a, d and f  in Table 20). 
Table 20. Violation of Backness Harmony 
 Shor IPA Transcr.  Source Gloss English 
 a. наңмӱр nɑŋmyr  ‘reign’ 
b. калабӱк qɑlʌbyk    <     Rus.  golʊpj  
                          (from dim. gɐlʊbok) 
‘pidgeon’ 
 c. чақкий t͜ ʃɑqkij  ‘flower’ 
 d. поракий pɔrʌkij      <     Rus.  vərɐbej ‘sparrow’ 
 e. қақкӱк qɑqkyk   ‘cuckoo’ 
 f. таракен tʌrʌkɛn     <     Rus.  tərɐkan ‘cockroach’ 
  (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 13): 
The data in  
Table 21 illustrates examples of vowel harmony in the process of adding suffixes to the word 
bases. Thus, examples a-c show backness harmony in the process of adding diminutive suffixes; 
examples d-e when adding Dative suffixes; examples f-g when adding multiple suffixes, such as 
plural suffix followed by possessive suffix; plural suffix followed possessive suffix, which is 
followed by postposition, as in g; plural suffix followed the Dative suffix, as in h – i.  
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Table 21. Backness Harmony in Suffixation 
         IPA Transcr.    Gloss English Gloss Russian 
a. qɒzʌn  ‘hare’ → qɒzʌn-ɑq ‘hare (Dim.)’ ‘зайчик’ 
b. køryg ‘chipmunk’ → køryg-ɛʃ ‘chipmunk (Dim.)’ ‘бурундучек’ 
c. t͜ ʃʌtʃɢ ‘arrow’ →  t͜ ʃʌtʃɢ-ɑʃ ‘bow (Dim.)’, ‘arrow’ 
(Dim.)’ 
‘лучок’, 
‘стрелочка’ 
 
d. pʌlʌ ‘child’ → pʌlʌ-ɢɑ  ‘to a child (Dat.)’ ‘ребенку’ 
e. pɛl ‘trout’ → pɛl-gɛ ‘to a trout (Dat.)’ ‘тайменю’ 
f. qɒl ‘hand’ → qɒl-lʌr ‘hands (Pl.)’  ‘руки’ 
  qɒl-lʌr-ɯm ‘my hands (Pl., Poss.)’  ‘мои руки’ 
g. køl ‘lake’ → køl-lɛr ‘lakes’ ‘озера’ 
  køl-lɛr-i ‘his lakes (Pl., Poss.)’ ‘его озера’ 
  køl-lɛr-bɨ̞s-tɛ ‘in our lakes (Pl., Poss., 
Postpos.)’ 
‘в наших 
озерах’ 
h. ɐbʌ ‘father’ → ɐbʌ-lʌr-ɢɑ  ‘to fathers (Pl., Dat.)’ ‘отцам’ 
i. it͜ ʃɛ ‘mother’ → it͜ ʃɛ-lɛr-gɛ ‘to mothers (Pl., Dat.)’ ‘матерям’ 
(Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 13) 
: 
 Rounding harmony.  Along with the backness harmony, Shor exhibits the 3.3.2.2
phenomenon of rounding harmony. Rounding harmony occurs simultaneously with backness 
harmony; it is, however, more limited and less consistent than backness (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 
14); it is the most consistent in the word bases. 
Open rounded vowel /ɔ/ and close-mid rounded /ø/ are followed by close rounded vowels 
/u/, /y/ and by the open unrounded vowels /ɑ/, /ɛ/ (not by /ɔ/, /ø/), respectively. Therefore, /ɔ/ is 
followed by /u/ and /ɑ/, while /ø/ is followed by /y/ and /e/ (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 14), as reflected 
in the rounding harmony vowel sequencing in Table 22. 
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Table 22. Rounding Harmony Vowel Sequencing 
1st syllable 2nd syllable 
 /ɔ/ /u/, /ɑ/  
/ø/ /y/, /ɛ/ 
 
Data in Table 23 exemplify instances of the rounding harmony in Shor with the first 
syllable containing the back vowel /ɔ/ as shown in examples a-e, or the front vowel /ø/ as shown 
in examples f-k, and the second syllable containing a back vowel or a front vowel accordingly. 
Table 23. Rounding Harmony Vowel Sequencing with /ɔ/ and /ø/ 
 Shor IPA Transcr. Gloss English Gloss Russian 
a. торчуқ tɔrt͜ ʃʊq ‘nightingale’  ‘соловей’ 
 b. одур ɔdʊr ‘to sit’  ‘сидеть’ 
 c. оюн ɔjʊn ‘to kindle’ ‘растопить’ 
 d. қозан qɑzʌn  ‘hare’ ‘заяц’ 
 e. торбас tɔrbʌs ‘moss’ ‘мох’ 
 
f. пӧрӱ pøry ‘wolf’ ‘волк’ 
 g. кӧбӱк købyk ‘foam’ ‘пена’ 
 h. сӧзӱрбе søzyrbɛ ‘net’ ‘сеть’ 
 i. ӧлең ølɛŋ  ‘grass’ ‘трава’ 
 j. кӧжеге køʒɛgɛ ‘curtain’ ‘занавес’ 
 k. кӧңме køŋmɛ ‘snowfall’ ‘снегопад’ 
(Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 14): 
 Close rounded vowels /u/ and /y/ are followed by the rounded /u/ and /y/ and by the open 
unrounded /ɑ/ and /ɛ/—this is where we can observe the inconsistency of the rounding harmony. 
Therefore /u/ is followed by the close rounded /u/ and by the open unrounded /ɑ/, while /y/ is 
followed by the close rounded /y/ and by the open unrounded /ɛ/, which is illustrated in the 
rounding vowel sequencing schema in Table 24. 
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Table 24. Rounding Harmony Vowel Sequencing 
1st syllable 2nd syllable 
/u/ /u/, /ɑ/ 
/y/ /y/, /ɛ/ 
  
Data in Table 25 illustrate rounding harmony with the back vowel /u/ provided in examples  a-f 
and the front vowel /y/ provided in examples 0g – k in the first syllable.  
Table 25. Rounding Harmony Vowel Sequencing with /u/ and /y/ 
 Shor IPA Transcr. Gloss English Gloss Russian 
a. узу uzu ‘to sleep’ ‘спать’ 
 b. қулун qulun ‘foal’ ‘жеребенок’ 
 c. қусқун qusqun ‘raven’ ‘ворон’ 
 d. узақ uzɑq ‘long’ ‘долгий’ 
 e. қулақ qulɑq  ‘ear’ ‘ухо’ 
 f. туруна turunʌ ‘crane’ ‘журавль’ 
 
g. кӱмӱш kymyʃ ‘silver’ ‘серебро’ 
 h. тӱлӱгӱ tylygy ‘fox’ ‘лисица’ 
 i. ӱгӱ ygy ‘eagle-owl’ ‘филин’ 
 j. чӱрек tʃyrɛk ‘heart’ ‘сердце’ 
 k. шӱбе ʃybɛ ‘fir-tree’ ‘пихта’ 
 
(Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 14) 
In this section, I have discussed, illustrated, and provided examples of vowel harmony in Shor. I 
discussed examples of the backness harmony and the rounding harmony. To summarize the 
discussion, I illustrate all vowel sequencing combinations in the backness and rounding vowel 
sequencing diagram in Table 26, which shows possible and not possible vowel sequencing 
combinations. 
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Table 26. Backness and Rounding Harmony Vowel Sequencing 
1st syllable Following syllable 
Grapheme Phoneme 
⟨а⟩ /ɑ/ /ɑ/, /ɯ/ but not /o/, /u/ 
⟨ы⟩ /ɯ/ /ɑ/, /ɯ/ but not /o/, /u/ 
⟨е⟩/⟨э⟩ /ɛ/ /ɛ/, /i/ but not /ø/, /y/ 
⟨и⟩ /i/ /ɛ/, /i/ but not /ø/, /y/ 
⟨о⟩ /ɔ/ /u/, /ɑ/  but not /o/, /ɯ/ 
⟨у⟩ /u/ /u/, /ɑ/  but not /o/, /ɯ/ 
⟨ӱ⟩ /y/ /y/, /ɛ/ but not /ø/, /i/ 
⟨ӧ⟩  /ø/  /y/, /ɛ/ but not /ø/, /i/ 
It should be noted that there are cases of regressive (anticipatory) assimilation in Shor 
when the vowel in the base of the word is affected by the vowel of the attaching suffix, although 
these cases are very limited, as shown in Table 27. 
Table 27. Examples of Regressive Assimilation 
 Shor IPA Transcr. Gloss English Gloss Russian 
a. мен → мага  mɛn+ɑ →  mɑɢɑ  ‘I’ → ‘to me’ (Dat) ‘я’ → ‘мне’ 
b. сен → сага sɛn+ɑ  →  sɑɢɑ  ‘you’ → ‘to you’ 
(Dat) 
‘ты’ → ‘тебе’  
(Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 14) 
 
3.3.3 Summary. In this section I introduced and discussed the vowel phonemes of the 
Shor language. The vowel inventory consists of eight vowel phonemes, /ɑ/, /ɯ/, /ɔ/, /u/, /ɛ/, /i/, 
/ø/, and /y/, and their corresponding allophonic variants. I described each vowel phoneme with 
its corresponding allophonic variants and environment, and provided the description with data 
examples. In this section I also discussed the phonological process of vowel harmony. 
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3.4 Chapter Summary  
This chapter was concerned with the inventory of the Shor vowel phonemes. In this 
chapter I provided an overview of the existing descriptions of the Shor vowel inventories where I 
reviewed and analyzed vowel inventories proposed by the following researchers: Dyrenkova 
(1941), Babushkin and Donidze (1966), Borodkina (1977), Chispiyakova and Shavlova (1991), 
Chispiyakov (1992a, 1992b), Donidze (1996), and Musaev (2014). After I analyzed and 
synthesized their research, I was able to propose a tentative inventory of the Shor vowels where I 
described each vowel phoneme with its environments, allophones, and then provided examples 
of use. The last part of this chapter discussed the phonological processes of rounding harmony 
and backness harmony that concern vowels in Shor.  
In the following chapter, I describe the consonant phonemes of the Shor language, and I 
provide a review of the existing descriptions of the Shor consonants, propose a tentative 
inventory of the consonant phonemes, and discuss some phonological processes that concern 
Shor consonants.  
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4. Shor Consonants 
In this chapter, I discuss the consonant phonemes of the Shor language. I first review the 
existing descriptions of the Shor consonant inventories (section 4.1) and describe each inventory 
individually (sections 4.1.1 through 4.1.8), then summarize and analyze the similarities and 
differences of the existing inventories (sections 4.1 and 4.2). Following this overview, I propose 
a tentative inventory of the Shor consonant phonemes based on the synthesis of the existing 
descriptions using the IPA (section 4.3), and provide the description of each consonant phoneme 
with the corresponding allophones, environments in which it occurs, as well as data examples for 
each case (section 4.3.3). Lastly, I discuss the phonological processes of consonant assimilation 
in Shor (section 4.3.4).  
4.1 Overview of the Existing Descriptions of the Shor Consonant Inventories 
As with the description of Shor vowels in Chapter 3, in this section I analyze and compare 
the description of Shor consonants proposed by various researchers from different time periods. 
It should be noted once more that most of the researchers used Russian as a metalanguage 
instead of the commonly accepted IPA to describe Shor phonemes. I discuss the consonant 
inventories suggested by the following researchers: Dyrenkova (1941), Babushkin and Donidze 
(1966), Pospelova (1977), Chispiyakova and Shavlova (1991), Chispiyakov (1992a, 1992b), 
Donidze (1996), and Musaev (2014). Then, based on the analysis of their consonant descriptions, 
I introduce a tentative consonant inventory of Shor using the IPA and describe the main 
morphophonological processes that affect Shor consonants. 
4.1.1 Dyrenkova, 1941.  In her Grammar of the Shor language  [Rus.: Grammatika 
shorskogo jazyka] from 1941, Dyrenkova describes the system of Shor consonants as consisting 
of 22 phonemes: /p/, /b/, /m/, /f/, /v/, /t/, /d/, /s/, /z/, /ʃ/, /ʒ/, /ɕ/, /n/, /r/, /l/, /ʝ/, /t͜ s/, /t͜ ʃ/, /k/, /g/, /ŋ/, 
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/x/. According to Dyrenkova, among the 22 consonants used in the Shor language, five were 
acquired from Russian: /f/, /v/, /ɕ/, /t͜ s/, /x/ (Rus.: ⟨ф⟩, ⟨в⟩, ⟨щ⟩, ⟨ц⟩, ⟨x⟩). As was mentioned in 
section 3.1.1, Dyrenkova, like most of the other Russian scholars, used Cyrillic graphemes to 
describe phonemes. Based on the author’s description of the consonants, I list the corresponding 
IPA phonemes. 
Dyrenkova (1941) classifies Shor consonant phonemes into voiceless / k, p, s, t, (f), x, t͜ ʃ, 
(ɕ), ʃ / and voiced / b, (v), g, d, ʒ, z, l, m, n, ŋ, r, (t͜ s), ʝ / .
14
 In terms of the place of articulation, 
she divides inherently Shor phonemes (without the phonemes acquired form Russian) into the 
following: 
- velar / k, g, ŋ / 
- coronal / t, d, t͜ʃ, s, z, ʃ, ʒ, l, n, r / 
- palatal / ʝ / 
- labial / p, b, m, v / 
 
In terms of the manner of articulation, phonemes are divided into the following:  
I. obstruents, which in turn are subdivided into  
a. fricatives / s, ʃ, z, ʒ, ɣ, ʝ / 
b. stops / p, b, t, d, k, g /  
c. affricates: / t͜ʃ / 
II. sonorants: / l, m, n, r /   (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 16). 
4.1.2 Babushkin and Donidze, 1966.  In 1966, Babushkin and Donidze described the 
Shor phonetic inventory for the volume Turkic Languages in the series Languages of the Peoples 
of the USSR, where they propose 25 consonant phonemes (as opposed to Dyrenkova’s 22 
                                                 
14
 Symbols in parentheses are consonants introduced into Shor from Russian. See the previous paragraph (p. 62-63). 
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phonemes): /p/, /b/, /m/, /f/, /v/, /t̪/, /d̪/, /s̪/, /z̪/, /ʃ/, /ʒ/, /ɕ/, /n̪/, /r/, /l̪/, /ʝ/, /t͜ ̪ s/, /t͜ ʃ/, /d͜ʒ/, /k/, /q/, /g/, 
/ɢ/, /ɲ/, /χ/. Like Dyrenkova, Babushkin and Donidze list five phonemes that are present only in 
the words borrowed into Shor from Russian: /f/, /v/, /ɕ/, /t͜ s/, /x/ (Rus.: ⟨ф⟩, ⟨в⟩, ⟨щ⟩, ⟨ц⟩, 
⟨x⟩). The Russian voiceless velar fricative /x/ in the borrowed words is classified by the authors 
as a voiceless uvular fricative /χ/ in Shor. In contrast with Dyrenkova’s classification of alveolar 
phonemes /t, d, s, z, n, l, t͜ s/, Babushkin and Donidze describe those as dental phonemes /t̪, d̪, s̪, z̪, 
n̪, l̪, t͜ ̪ s/. Similarly, Babushkin and Donidze classify palatal nasal /ɲ/ instead of velar nasal /ŋ/ by 
Dyrenkova, and voiced palatal fricative /ʝ/ as opposed to Dyrenkova’s voiced palatal 
approximant /j/. The classification of the Shor consonants introduced by Babushkin and Donidze 
in 1966 is illustrated in Table 28. The authors used Cyrillic orthography to describe phonemes; 
the chart is adapted from the original work of the authors and interpreted using the IPA. 
Table 28. Classification of Shor Consonants by Babushkin and Donidze, 1966 
 Labial Lingual 
Labial Labiodental 
Coronal 
Palat
al 
Dorsal 
Dental Postalveolar 
 
Velar Uvular 
O
b
st
ru
en
ts
 Stops 
-vd /p/  /t̪/    /k/ /q/ 
+vd /b/  /d̪/   /g/ /ɢ/ 
Fricati
ves 
-vd  /f/ /s̪/ /ʃ/    /χ/ 
+vd  /v/ /z̪/ /ʒ/ /ʝ/    
Affrica
tes 
-vd   /t̪s/ /tʃ/ /ɕ/    
+vd    /dʒ/     
S
o
n
o
r
an
ts
 Liquids (Ltr. Aprx)   /l̪/     
Trill    /r/    
Nasal /m/  /n̪/  /ɲ/   
 
4.1.3 Pospelova, 1977.  In her research in 1977, Pospelova described the inventory of 
Shor consonants based on the work of Dyrenkova. In her research, she aimed to analyze the 
distribution of the consonant inventory of Shor with the involvement of morphological data in 
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order to investigate how the consonant sounds are organized in terms of phonemes (Pospelova, 
1977, p. 21). Pospelova (1977) classifies Shor consonants by the place of articulation into labial, 
coronal, palatal, and velar / uvular. She analyzes each phoneme in terms of the morphemes that 
they occur in and provides the environment for each morpheme. Pospelova presents the 
following groups of Shor consonants with the corresponding morphophonological analysis for 
each phoneme: 
1. Labial: /p/, /b/, /m/ 
The sound /p/ occurs in word-initial and word-final positions before and after front and 
back vowels. Pospelova lists two different phonemes that she designates as /p/1  with allophones 
[p] and [b] and /p/2 with the allophone [p]. The phoneme /p/1 surfaces as the voiceless bilabial 
stop [p] in word-initial and word-final positions as well as in word-internal position when 
preceded or followed by a consonant; in intervocalic and post-sonorant position in non-
derivational word stems and in syntagmas across word-boundaries, voiceless [p] becomes voiced 
[b]. The phoneme /p/2  surfaces as a voiceless [p] in intervocalic position (however, Pospelova 
notes that the cases of the intervocalic voiceless [p] are very rare).  She lists the following 
environments for the phonemes /p/1 and /p/2  (p. 23):  
i.  a. phoneme /p/1: #pV, VbV, VCpV, VpCV, VC[son]bV, Vp#
15
    
 b. phoneme /p/2: #pV, VpV, VCpV, VpCV, VC[son]pV, Vp# 
The phoneme /m/ occurs in word-initial, word-final, and intervocalic positions. In word-
internal position, it occurs when preceded by a voiced consonant or a sonorant and followed by a 
vowel or when preceded by a vowel and followed by a voiced consonant or a sonorant  
(Pospelova, 1977, p. 23):  
                                                 
15
 The environment is given the way it is represented by Pospelova, that is, VbV instead of V_V. Pospelova does not 
have the pound sign # to designate word boundaries; the pound signs were added in this research.  
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ii.  a. phoneme /m/: #mV, VmV, VCmV, VmCV, Vm# 
2. Coronal: t, d; l, n, r;  s, z; ʃ, ʒ; ħç, ɧʒ16 
Pospelova (1977) identifies two phonemes /t/ that she designates as /t/1 and /t/2. Phoneme 
/t/1 has two allophones [t] and [d]; the allophone [t] occurs in word-final and word-initial 
positions, and in pre- and post-consonantal position word-internally; [t] becomes [d] 
intervocalically and when followed or preceded by a sonorant. Pospelova  (1977) notes the 
allophone [d] alternates between [d] and [t] in the same environment: ɔdʊr ~ ɔtʊr ‘sit’, kɔdʊr ~ 
kɔtʊr ‘scabies’ (p. 26). Phoneme /t/2 surfaces as [t] in intervocalic, pre- and post-consonantal 
position, and when preceded by a sonorant and followed by a vowel. Pospelova (1977) lists the 
following environments for the two phonemes /t/1 and /t/2 (Pospelova, 1977, p. 26): 
iii. a. phoneme /t/1: a.1. #tV,  VdV, VCtV,  VtCV,  VC[son]dV, Vt#;  
    a.2. VdV,  VC[son]dV (the environment of the alternating [d] and [t]); 
 b. phoneme /t/2:  #tV,  VtV,  VCtV,  VtCV,  VC[son]tV,  Vt#. 
The phonemes /n/, /l/, /r/ occur in the same types of syllables: word-initial, word-final, 
medial pre-and post-consonantal position, as well as intervocalic position, as exemplified in iv, v 
and vi below (1977:27): 
iv. phoneme /n/: #nV, VnV,  VCnV,  VnCV, Vn# 
v. phoneme /l/:  #lV,  VlV,   VClV,   VlCV,  Vl# 
vi. phoneme /r/:  #rV,  VrV,   VCrV,  VrCV,  Vr# 
According to Pospelova (1977), the phoneme /s/ surfaces as [s] in word-initial and word-
final positions, in medial pre- and post-consonantal position with voiceless consonants. In 
intervocalic position in the process of suffixation, voiceless [s] becomes voiced [z]. Pospelova 
points out that the cases with [s] in intervocalic position are very rare. Both [s] and [z] occur in 
                                                 
16
Pospelova uses her own symbols [ħç] and [ɧʒ] to designate voiceless and voiced palato-alveolar affricates. 
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medial position after a sonorant; [z] occurs in intervocalic position and in medial post-
consonantal position after a sonorant. She also notes that the suffixes sɯn ~ sin,  zɯn ~ zin 
‘gloss’ alternate depending on the nature of the final consonant of the stem that it attaches to, 
which means that [s] and [z] here are in complementary distribution. Based on her analysis, 
Pospelova concludes that [s] and [z] are allophones of the phoneme /s/ (p. 28; it should be noted, 
that the author does not list the environments for the allophones of the phoneme /s/).  
The phoneme /ʃ/ has two allophones [ʃ/] and [ʒ] (Pospelova, 1977, pp. 28-29). Voiceless 
[ʃ] occurs in word-initial and word-final positions preceding and following both types of vowels 
(front and back) as well as in medial position preceded or followed by a consonant. Voiceless [ʃ] 
becomes voiced [ʒ] in intervocalic position. Pospelova notes that the initial [ʃ], the final [ʃ], and 
intervocalic [ʒ] are in complementary distribution because during the derivational and 
inflectional processes the final [ʃ] in intervocalic position becomes [ʒ]. The environments for the 
phoneme /ʃ/ are provided in (7): 
vii. phoneme /ʃ/: #ʃV, VʒV, VCʃV, VʃCV, Vʃ# 
To denote voiceless and voiced palato-alveolar affricates, Pospelova uses the following 
symbols: [ħç] and [ɧʒ].17 Voiceless palato-alveolar affricate [ħç] becomes voiced [ɧʒ] in 
intervocalic position and when preceded by voiced consonants. Pospelova notes the cases where 
the palato-alveolar affricate is pronounced either voiced or voiceless in the same intervocalic 
environment. Thus, Pospelova lists two phonemes /ħç/1 and /ħç/2, and claims [ɧʒ] as the 
allophone of the phoneme /ħç/1 (p. 30; the author does not list the environments for the phonemes 
/ħç/1 and /ħç/2).  
3. Palatal: j 
                                                 
17
 As can be seen, Pospelova uses different symbols ([ħç] and [ɧʒ]) from those of the IPA ([t͜ ʃ] and [d͜ʒ]) to denote 
voiceless palato-alveolar affricate and for voiced palato-alveolar affricate. The author does not specify whether these 
symbols, [ħç] and [ɧʒ], are her own and whether they are used solely within the scope of her paper. 
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The palatal approximant [j] is classified as an independent phoneme /j/. 
4. Velar and Uvular: k, q, g, ɢ, ŋ 
Quoting Dyrenkova, Pospelova (1977) identifies voiceless velar stop [k] and voiceless 
uvular stop [q]. She points out that [k] and [q] are in complementary distribution and are 
allophones of the same phoneme; voiceless velar stop [k] occurs when followed or preceded by 
front vowels, while voiceless uvular stop [q] occurs when followed or preceded by back vowels. 
According to Pospelova, voiced velar stop [g] occurs in the environment of front vowels, and in 
word-final position, it becomes a voiced velar fricative [ɣ]; both are allophones of the same 
phoneme. When describing voiced velar and uvular stops, Pospelova quotes the description of 
Dyrenkova from 1941; Pospelova, however, uses the symbol ‘ɣ’ to refer to a voiced uvular stop 
instead of the IPA [ɢ]. For the reader’s convenience, I will be using the IPA symbol [ɢ]. Voiced 
uvular stop [ɢ] occurs in the environment of front vowels; in word final position it becomes a 
voiced uvular fricative [ʁ]—Pospelova treats all these variations as allophones of the same 
phoneme (p. 31). Based on her analysis, the author lists the following phonemes with the 
corresponding environments (p. 33): 
viii. phoneme /k/1:  #k(q)V,  Vg(ɢ)V, VC[son]g(ɢ)V,  Vk(q)#; 
ix. phoneme /k/2:  #k(q)V,  Vk(q)V, VC[son]k(q)V,  Vk(q)#; 
x. phoneme /ɢ/:   #Vɢ,  VɢV, VCɢV, VɢCV. 
Pospelova (1977) identifies velar nasal /ŋ/ as an independent phoneme that occurs in the 
environments in xi (p. 33): 
xi. phoneme /ŋ/:  #Vŋ,  VŋV, VCŋV, VCŋCV. 
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After analyzing the sounds, Pospelova (1977) introduces the inventory of Shor 
consonants that consists of 17 phonemes (p. 33): /p/1, /p/2, /m/, /t/1, /t/2, /n/, /l/, /r/, /s/, /ʃ/, /ħɕ/1, 
/ħɕ/2, /j/, /k/1, /k/2, /ɢ/, /ŋ/.  
4.1.4 Chispiyakova and Shavlova, 1991.  In their textbook guide on the phonetics of 
the Shor language, Chispiyakova and Shavlova claim 14 consonant phonemes, /p/, /m/, /t/, /s/, 
/ʃ/, /n/, /r/, /ɮ/, /j/, ͜/tʃ/, /k/, /g/, /ɣ/, /ŋ/, that realize in 22 variants: /p/, /b/, /m/, /t/, /d/, /s/, /z/, /ʃ/, 
/ʒ/, /n/, /r/, /ɮ/, /j/, /t͜ ʃ/, /d͜ʒ/, /k/, /q/, /g/, /ɢ/, /ɣ/, /ʁ/, /ŋ/ (p. 4). Like Dyrenkova (1941) and 
Babushkin and Donidze (1996), Chispiyakova and Shavlova treat /f/, /v/, /x/, /t͜ s/, /ɕ/ as 
phonemes acquired into the Shor language through Russian borrowings, such as flɑq ‘flag’ (< 
Rus.: flak); t͜sirk ‘circus’ (< Rus.: t ͜sirk); vʌrɛnjjɛ ‘jam’ (< Rus.: vʌrɛnjjə). According 
to Chispiyakova and Shavlova, the total number of consonant phonemes, including the Russian 
borrowings, is 19. 
Depending on the similarity of articulation of Shor and Russian sounds, they divide the 
sounds of the Shor language into three groups (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 4):  
i. the sounds that have articulation that is close to the articulation of the sounds of the 
Russian language: [ b, d, ʒ, z, ɮ, m, n, p, r, s, t, t͜ ʃ, ʃ ], 
ii. the sounds that have articulation that is close to the articulation of sounds of the Russian 
language only under certain conditions: velar [g], velar [k], and palatal [j], and 
iii. the sounds that are uncharacteristic of the Russian language: bilabial [β] (allophone of 
/b/), uvular [ɢ] and [q], as well as velar nasal [ŋ]. 
Chispiyakova and Shavlova (1991) give the description of each individual phoneme and 
corresponding allophones with example words and present the classification of Shor consonants 
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in a consonant inventory chart (p. 18); the modified version of their original chart interpreted 
using the IPA is illustrated in Table 29. 
Table 29. Consonant Phonemes of the Shor Language by Chispiyakova and Shavlova, 
1991 
 
Labial Coronal Palatal Velar Uvular 
O
b
st
ru
en
ts
 
   
v
o
ic
el
es
s 
N
as
al
  
Stops  p t  k q 
Fricatives 
monofocal
18
  s   x 
bifocal
19
  ʃ    
Affricates   t͜ ʃ    
v
v
o
ic
ed
 
O
ra
l 
Stops  b d  g ɢ 
Fricatives 
monofocal v z  ɣ ʁ 
bifocal  ʒ    
Affricates   dʒ    
S
o
n
o
ra
n
ts
 
   
m n  ŋ  
N
as
al
 
Stops 
O
r
al
 Fricatives 
Palatal   j   
Lateral       ɮ     
 Trill 
 
 r    
 
The authors point out that not all sounds listed in the table are separate phonemes: 
according to them, the sounds [b], [ʒ], [z], [dʒ] are variants or “positional allophones” of the 
phonemes /p/, /ʃ/, /s/, /t͜ ʃ /. The authors state that pairs [t–d], [k–g], [q–ɢ] in some cases appear as 
variants of the same phonemes, for example when [t] and [k] become voiced in certain positions: 
                                                 
18
 According to Chispiyakova and Shavlova (1991), monofocal consonants [Rus.: odnofokusnyje soglasyje] are 
consonats that are articulated with one organ, while bifocal [Rus.: dvuhfokusnyje] are consonats that are produced by 
using two organs in the mouth cavity (p. 17). Chispiyakova and Shavlova state that the most commont bifocal 
consoants are [ʃ] and [ʒ]: when articulating these consonats, the front and the body of the tongue rise to form a 
narrow channel; when both foci merge, the air flow channel increases producing a hissing sound. 
19
 See footnote 16. 
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ʌt ‘horse’ – ʌdɪ̈ ‘his horse’, pʌlɯq ‘fish’ – pʌlɯɢɪ̈ ‘his fish’, while in other cases they are 
separate phonemes, and the substitution of one sound for another will change the meaning of the 
word, for example: kɛltir ‘he, it seems, came’ - kɛldir ‘make (someone) come’ (Chispiyakova & 
Shavlova, 1991, pp. 18-19).   
4.1.5 Chispiyakov, 1992a.  In his publication on graphics and orthography of Shor, 
Chispiyakov (1992a) describes  phonemes as opposed to sounds as it was done in his handbook 
of Shor. Chispiyakov identifies 14 consonant phonemes /p/, /m/, /t/, /s/, /ʃ/, /n/, /r/, /l/, /j/, /t͜ ʃ/, /k/, 
/g/, /ɣ/, /ŋ/ that realize in 22 variants  [p], [b], [m], [t], [d], [s], [z], [ʃ], [ʒ], [n], [r], [l], [j], [t͜ ʃ], 
[dʒ],  [k], [q], [g], [ɢ], [ɣ], [ʁ], [ŋ] (p. 14). The author points out that most of the consonants are 
similar to the consonants of Russian, such as [p], [b], [m], [t], [d], [s], [z], [ʃ], [ʒ], [t͜ ʃ], [r], [l], [n]; 
some of them are relatively similar to Russian, like [j], [k], [g]. The sounds uncharacteristic of 
Russian include voiced and voiceless uvulars [q], [ɢ], [ɣ], [ʁ] and the voiced bilabial fricative [β] 
(p. 19).  
To the five phonemes that have been introduced through the Russian language, /f/, /v/, 
/x/, /t͜ s/, /ɕ/, Chispiyakov also adds a non-intervocalic voiced palato-alveolar fricative /ʒ/ (p. 19) 
that is not present in inherently Shor words and that is acquired through Russian borrowings. 
4.1.6 Chispiyakov, 1992b.  In his handbook of the Shor language for instructors and 
students, Chispiyakov (1992b) lists 27 consonant sounds (not phonemes) of Shor, which he 
describes using Cyrillic script and organizes alphabetically (pp. 7-8). Based on Chispiyakov’s 
description of each sound, I was able to use IPA to represent his consonant inventory: 
/b/, /v/, /g/, /ɢ/, /ɣ/, /ʁ/, /d/, /ʒ/, /z/, /j/, /k/, /q/, /l/, /m/, /n/, /ŋ/, /p/, /r/, /s/, /t/, /f/, /x/, /t͜ s/, 
/t͜ ʃ/, /dʒ/, /ʃ/, /ɕ/  
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Like the previous researchers, Chispiyakov (1992b) points out that the sounds [f], [v], [ɕ], [t͜ s], 
[x] occur only in words that have been borrowed into Shor from Russian, and like Chispiyakova 
and Shavlova (1991), he separates Shor sounds into groups by the similarity to the articulation of 
the Russian consonants (pp. 8-9): 
i. Sounds that are similar to the Russian language: 
[b], [d], [ʒ], [z], [l], [m], [n], [p], [r], [s], [t], [t͜ ʃ], [ʃ], [f], [x], [t͜ s], [ɕ]. 
ii. Sounds that are similar to the Russian language only under certain circumstances: 
voiced labiodental [v], voiced velar stop [g] and voiceless velar stop [k]. 
iii. Sounds uncharacteristic of Russian: 
voiced bilabial fricative [β], voiced uvular stop [ɢ], voiced velar fricative [ɣ], voiced uvular 
fricative [ʁ], voiceless velar stop [q], and voiced palatal approximant [j]. 
Chispiyakov also notes that the Russian alphabet letters soft sign ⟨ь⟩ and hard sign ⟨ъ⟩ 
are used in Shor in Russian borrowings to indicate palatalization of the preceding consonant (p. 
8). 
4.1.7 Donidze, 1996.  The classification of Shor consonants by Donidze from 1996 is 
essentially the same as the classification of consonants proposed by Babushkin and Donidze in 
1966. Donidze lists 25 consonant phonemes including phonemes acquired through Russian 
borrowings /f/, /v/, /x/, /t͜ s/, /ɕ/ and the palatalized consonants that have also entered the language 
through Russian [l
j
], [t
j
], [n
j
], [d
j
] and are used in Russian borrowings.  As opposed to his earlier 
work with Babushkin (Babushkin & Donidze, 1996), where the authors identify palatal nasal /ɲ/, 
in his later work Donidze lists a voiced velar nasal /ŋ/. The consonant inventory proposed by 
Donidze (1996, p. 499) is illustrated in Table 30 (the original classification in Russian was 
interpreted using the IPA): 
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Table 30. Consonant Phonemes of the Shor Language by Donidze, 1996 
Manner 
Place 
Labial Labiodental 
Coronal 
Palat
al 
Dorsal 
Dental Post-alveolar 
 
Velar Uvular 
O
b
st
ru
en
ts
 Stops 
-vd /p/  /t̪/    /k/ /q/ 
+vd /b/  /d̪/   /g/ /ɢ/ 
Fricatives 
-vd  /f/ /s̪/ /ʃ/    /χ/ 
+vd  /v/ /z̪/ /ʒ/ /ʝ/   
Affricates 
-vd   /t̪s/ /tʃ/ /ɕ/    
+vd    /dʒ/    
S
o
n
o
r
an
ts
 Ltr. Aprx   /l̪/     
Trill    /r/    
Nasal /m/  /n̪/    /ŋ/ 
 
4.1.8 Musaev, 2014.  In his recent publication about the relationship of Shor to the 
Kipchak Turkic languages, Musaev (2014) identifies 19 inherently Shor consonants, /b/, /g/, /γ/, 
/d/, /ž/, /z/, /j/, /k/, /q/, /l/, /m/, /n/, /ŋ/, /p/, /r/, /s/, /t/, /č/, /š/ (p. 15), which are interpreted in the 
IPA as /b/, /g/, /ɢ/, /d/, /ʒ/, /z/, /j/, /k/, /q/, /l/, /m/, /n/, /ŋ/, /p/, /r/, /s/, /t/, /tʃ/, /ʃ /, and 5 phonemes 
acquired into Shor through Russian borrowings /v/, /f/, /x/, /c/, /šš/, which translate in IPA as /f/, 
/v/, /x/, /t͜ s/, /ɕ/. Musaev notes that Russian palatalized consonants /l
j
/, /d
j
/, /t
j
/, /r
j
/that appear in 
borrowed words also belong to the Shor consonantal inventory (p. 15). 
4.1.9 Phonetic notation differences. It should be noted that there is no consensus 
among the authors on the use of the IPA symbol ɣ. For instance, Pospelova (1977) uses the 
symbol ɣ to designate a voiced uvular stop [ɢ]. Chispiyakova and Shavlova (1991) use ɣ with a 
stroke to label a voiced velar fricative [ɣ] and the ɣ to label a voiced uvular fricative [ʁ] (p. 21). 
Chispiyakov (1992a), in his book on graphics and orthography of Shor, uses ɣ to designate 
voiced velar fricative [ɣ] (p. 7) and ɣ with a stroke to mark voiced uvular fricative [ʁ]. In his 
later publication, Chispiyakov (1992b) uses the symbol ɣ to designate voiced uvular fricative [ʁ], 
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and ɣ with a stroke to designate voiced velar fricative [ɣ], but later on p. 17 the symbols are used 
conversely: ɣ is used for voiced velar fricative [ɣ], which corresponds to IPA, and ɣ is used to 
designate voiced uvular fricative [ʁ] (p. 17). All authors are unified in using the IPA symbol q to 
label voiceless uvular stop.  
4.2 Summary of the Existing Descriptions of the Shor Consonant Inventories  
In the previous section, I compared the inventories of the Shor consonants proposed by 
various researchers from different time periods. Nearly all researchers used the Cyrillic script 
instead of the commonly accepted IPA to describe phonemes. As in the case of vowels, I used 
the description each researcher provided of each phoneme represented with a Cyrillic symbol to 
interpret the phoneme into the IPA. In Table 31 and Table 32, I combined all proposed 
inventories that were discussed. Table 31 shows the original representations of phonemes given 
by various researchers using Cyrillic script.  
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Table 31. Comparison of Shor Vowel Inventories Proposed by Various Authors in 
Cyrillic 
 
Dyrenkova, 
1941 
17 phonemes 
(+ 5 Rus. = 22) 
/п/ /б/   /м/    /т/ /д/   /с/ /з/   /ш/ /ж/ /л/ /н/ /р/ /й/  /ч/            /к/          /г/             /ң/ 
 + (ф) (в) (щ) (ц) (х) 
Babushkin &  
Donidze, 1966  
20 phonemes 
(+ 5 Rus. = 25) 
/п/ /б/   /м/    /т/ /д/   /с/ /з/   /ш/ /ж/ /л/ /н/ /р/ /й/  /ч/ /ҷ/       /к/ /қ/    /г/  /ғ/        /ң/ 
+ (ф) (в) (щ) (ц) (х) 
Pospelova, 
1977 
17 phonemes 
/p/1 /p/2  /m/  /t/1 /t/2   /s/         /ʃ/        /l/ /n/ /r/ /j/    /ħç/1 /ħç/2  /k/1 /k/2       /ɣ/      /ŋ/ 
Chispiyakova & 
Shavlova, 1991 
14 phonemes 
/п/         /м/  /т/         /с/         /ш/     /л/ /н/ /р/ /й/   /ч/             /к/         /г/       /ɣ/ /ң/ 
Chispiyakov, 
1992a   
14 phonemes  
/п/        /м/   /т/         /с/        /ш/     /л/ /н/ /р/ /й/  /ч/               /к/         /г/      /ɣ/  /ң/ 
 
 
Chispiyakov, 
1992b  
22 sounds  
(+ 5 Rus. = 27) 
/п/ /б/   /м/   /т/ /д/    /с/ /з/   /ш/ /ж/ /л/ /н/ /р/ /й/ /ч/ /ҷ/        /к/ /қ/   /г/ /ғ/ /ɣ/ /ɣ//ң/  
+ (ф) (в) (щ) (ц) (х) 
Donidze, 1996  
20 phonemes 
(+ 5 Rus. = 25) 
/п/ /б/   /м/  /т/ /д/    /с/ /з/   /ш/ /ж/ /л/ /н/ /р/ /й/  /ч/ /ҷ/        /к/ /қ/    /г/ /ғ/        /ң/ 
+ (ф) (в) (щ) (ц) (х) 
Musaev, 2014 
19 phonemes 
(+ 5 Rus. = 24) 
/p/ /b/   /m/  /t/ /d/    /s/ /z/    /š/ /ž/  /l/ /n/ /r/ /j/      /č/             /k/ /q/    /g/     /ɣ/   /ŋ/ 
+ (f) (v) (šš) (c) (x) 
 
In Table 32, I provide a comparison of the original findings that I interpreted using the 
IPA: 
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Table 32. Comparison of Shor Vowel Inventories Proposed by Various Authors in IPA 
 
Dyrenkova, 
1941 
17 phonemes 
(+ 5 Rus. = 22) 
/p/ /b/   /m/   /t/ /d/ 
+(f) (v) (ɕ) (t͜ s) (x) 
/s/ /z/  /ʃ/ /ʒ/ 
 
/n/ /r/ /l/ /ʝ/ 
 
/t͜ ʃ/ 
 
/k/       /g/              /ŋ/    
 
Babushkin & 
Donidze, 1966  
20 phonemes 
(+ 5 Rus. = 25) 
/p/ /b/   /m/   /t̪/ /d̪/ 
+ (f) (v) (ɕ) (t͜ ̪ s) (χ) 
/s̪/ /z̪/  /ʃ/ /ʒ/ 
 
/n̪/ /r/ /l̪/ /ʝ/ 
 
/t͜ ʃ/ /d͜ʒ/ 
 
/k/ /q/  /g/ /ɢ/        /ɲ/  
 
Pospelova, 
1977 
17 phonemes 
/p/1 /p/2  /m/  /t/1/t/2 /s/         /ʃ/ /n/ /r/ /l/ /j/ /ħɕ/1 /ħɕ/2    /k/1 /k/2     /ɢ/        /ŋ/ 
Chispiyakova & 
Shavlova, 1991 
14 phonemes 
/p/         /m/  /t/ /s/         /ʃ/ /n/ /r/ /ɮ/ /j/ 
 
/t͜ ʃ/ 
 
/k/       /g/        /ɣ/  /ŋ/      
 
Chispiyakov, 
1992a   
14 phonemes  
/p/         /m/  /t/ /s/         /ʃ/ 
 
/n/ /r/ /l/ /j/ 
 
/t͜ ʃ/ 
 
/k/       /g/      /ɣ/    /ŋ/   
 
Chispiyakov, 
1992b  
22 sounds  
(+ 5 Rus. = 27) 
/p/ /b/   /m/  /t/  /d/ 
+(f) (v) (ɕ) (t͜ s) (x)  
/s/ /z/   /ʃ/ /ʒ/ /n/ /r/ /l/ /j/ /t͜ ʃ/  /d͜ʒ / /k/ /q/ /g/ /ɢ/ /ɣ//ʁ//ŋ/ 
Donidze, 1996  
20 phonemes 
(+ 5 Rus. = 25) 
/p/ /b/    /m/ /t̪/ /d̪/ 
+(f) (v) (ɕ) (t͜ ̪ s) (χ) 
/s̪/ /z̪/   /ʃ/ /ʒ/ 
 
/n̪/ /r/ /l̪/ /ʝ/ 
 
 
/t͜ ʃ/ /d͜ʒ/ 
 
 
/k/ /q/  /g/ /ɢ/        /ŋ/          
 
 
Musaev, 2014 
19 phonemes 
(+ 5 Rus. = 24) 
/p/ /b/    /m/ /t/ /d/ 
+(f) (v) (ɕ) (t͜ s) (x) 
/s/ /z/   /ʃ/ /ʒ/ 
 
/n/ /r/ /l/ /j/ /t͜ ʃ/ 
 
 
/k/ /q/  /g/ /ɢ/        /ŋ/         
 
 
 
As we can see from our discussion in 4.1 and from the comparison in Table 32, different 
researchers suggest quite different inventories of the Shor consonant system. For example, the 
very first classification of Shor consonants proposed by Dyrenkova in 1941 has 22 Shor 
phonemes, of which 5 phonemes are used in the words that entered Shor from the Russian 
language. We can see that her classification contains 17 inherently Shor phonemes. Next, 
Babushkin and Donidze (1966) add voiced palato-alveolar affricate /d͜ʒ/ as an independent 
phoneme as well as voiceless and voiced uvular stops /q/ and /ɢ/ in their classification, which 
makes their consonant inventory contain 20 inherently Shor phonemes. Basing her consonant 
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inventory on the classification of Dyrenkova, Pospelova (1977) lists 17 Shor phonemes; 
however, her classification differs from that of Dyrenkova in that in some cases she does not 
classify phonemes into voiced and voiceless. Rather, she calls them “phoneme 1” and “phoneme 
2,” as in /p/1 and /p/2, /t/1 and /t/2, /ħɕ/1 and /ħɕ/2.  Next, in 1991, Chispiyakova and Shavlova 
classify 14 Shor phonemes; they treat voiceless variants as independent phonemes, such as /p/, 
/m/, /t/, /s/, /ʃ/, /tʃ/, while their voiced counterparts are considered to be allophones; likewise, 
Babushkin and Donidze (1966) identify a voiced palatal fricative [ʝ] instead of a voiced palatal 
approximant [j]. They also identify a voiced alveolar lateral fricative [ɮ] instead of a voiced 
alveolar lateral approximant [l] described by other researchers. Chispiyakov, in his textbook on 
graphics and orthography of Shor, describes 14 phonemes that realize in 22 allophones (1992a). 
In his later publication of the same year, Handbook of the Shor Language for Instructors and 
Students [Rus.: Uchebnik shorskogo jazyka: Posobije dlya prepodovatelej i studentov], 
Chispiyakov (1992b) classifies 22 inherently Shor sounds (not phonemes) where he considers all 
variants to be separate sounds that previous researchers consider to be allophones. Donidze 
(1996) classifies the same consonant inventory of 20 phonemes that was introduced in his earlier 
publication with Babushkin (Babushkin & Donidze, 1996), with the exception that in the later 
publication Donidze identifies velar nasal /ŋ/ instead of palatal nasal /ɲ/ that was identified in the 
earlier version of the consonant inventory of Shor. Finally, Musaev (2014) describes the 
consonant inventory that corresponds to the one of Donidze (1996) and Babushkin and Donidze 
(1966) and contains 19 phonemes; Musaev does not consider voiced palato-alveolar affricate 
[dʒ] a separate phoneme. 
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4.3 Shor Consonant Inventory 
Based on the comparison of previous research of the Shor consonants that were analyzed 
and discussed in sections 4.1.1 and 4.2, I introduce a tentative description of the consonant 
inventory of the Shor language. Shor has 13 consonant phonemes, /p/, /m/, /t/, /s/, /ʃ/, /n/, /r/, /l/, 
/j/, /t͜ ʃ/, /k/, /g/, /ŋ/, that realize as 22 variants, [p], [b], [m], [t], [d], [s], [z], [ʃ], [ʒ], [n], [r], [l], [j], 
[t͜ ʃ], [dʒ], [k], [q], [g], [ɢ], [ɣ], [ʁ], [ŋ]. In addition to the 13 inherently Shor phonemes listed 
above, there are 5 phonemes that have been acquired through borrowings from the Russian 
language and that became part of the Shor consonant inventory: /f/, /v/, /x/, /t͜ s/, /ɕ/.   
4.3.1 Distribution of the Shor consonants. Shor has 13 consonant phonemes, /p/, /m/, 
/t/, /s/, /ʃ/, /n/, /r/, /l/, /j/, /t͜ ʃ/, /k/, /g/, /ŋ/, that occur in inherently Shor words and realize in 22 
variants, [p], [b], [m], [t], [d], [s], [z], [ʃ], [ʒ], [n], [r], [l], [j], [t͜ ʃ], [dʒ],  [k], [q], [g], [ɢ], [ɣ], [ʁ], 
[ŋ], including 5 phonemes that have been acquired into the language through Russian borrowings 
/f/, /v/, /x/, /t͜ s/, /ɕ/.  Shor consonants can be divided into the following groups:  
By the place of articulation:  
Labial: [m], [p], [b];   [f], [v] 
Coronal: [t], [d], [s], [z], [ʃ], [r], [l], [n], [t͜ ʃ], [d͜ʒ], [ʒ];  [t͜ s], [ɕ] 
Palatal: [j]; 
Velar: [ŋ], [k], [g], [ɣ];  [x] 
Uvular: [q], [ɢ], [ʁ] 
By the manner of articulation: 
Nasal: [m], [n], [ŋ] 
Stops: [p], [b], [t], [d], [k], [g], [q], [ɢ];  [f], [v] 
Fricatives: [s], [z], [ʃ], [ʒ], [ɣ], [ʁ];  [x], [ɕ] 
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Approximant: [j] 
Trill: [r] 
Lateral: [l]   
Affricates: [t͜ ʃ], [d͜ʒ];  [t͜ s] 
By the sonority level: 
Obstruents: 
Voiceless: [p], [t], [k], [q], [s], [ʃ], [t͜ ʃ]; [f], [x], [ɕ], [t͜ s] 
  Voiced: [b], [d], [g], [ɢ], [ɣ], [ʁ], [z], [ʒ], [d͜ʒ];  [v] 
Sonorants: [m], [n], [ŋ], [j], [l], [r]  
Shor consonant phonemes are organized in the consonant inventory chart that is illustrated in 
Table 33. 
Table 33. Distribution of Shor Consonants 
 Labial Dentoal
veol. 
Alveolar Post-
Alveolar 
Palatal Velar Uvular 
Bilabial Labio-
dental 
Nasal /m/   /n/   /ŋ/  
Stop /p/  /t/    /k/ /g/  
Affricate   /tʃ/      
Fricative   /s/ /l/ /ʃ/    
Approx.      /j/   
Trill    /r/      
 
The classification represented in  
 
Table 34 includes all 22 allophonic variants of the Shor consonant phonemes, including 5 
phonemes acquired through Russian borrowings. 
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Table 34. Distribution of Shor Consonants with Allophones 
 Labial Dentoal
veol. 
Alveol. Post-
Alveolar 
Palatal Velar Uvular 
Bilabial Labio-
dental 
Nasal /m/   /n/   [ŋ]  
Stop /p/  [b]  /t/ [d]    /k/ /g/ [q] [ɢ] 
Affricate   /t͜ ʃ/ [d͜ʒ] 
/t͜ s/    
  
    
Fricative  /f/ /v/ /s/  [z]   /l/ /ʃ/  [ʒ] /ɕ/  [x] [ɣ] [ʁ] 
Approx.      /j/   
Trill    /r/     
 
The distribution of Shor consonant phonemes with the corresponding allophones, short 
description, environment, and the corresponding orthographic representation is illustrated in 
Table 35. 
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Table 35. Shor Consonant Phonemes with Corresponding Allophones and 
Orthographic Representations 
 
Phoneme Allophone Description Environment Grapheme 
/p/ 
[p] 
voiceless bilabial 
stop 
#_V, #_C,  V_ C[-vd, C[-
vd]_V, C_#, V_# 
⟨п⟩ 
[b] voiced bilabial stop V_V, C[son]_V, C[+vd]_V ⟨б⟩ 
/m/ [m] voiced bilabial nasal #_C, V_V, C_V, _# ⟨м⟩ 
/t/ 
[t] 
voiceless dento-
alveolar stop 
#_C, #_V, V_ C[-vd, C[-
vd]_V, _# 
⟨т⟩ 
[d] 
voiced dento-
alveolar stop 
#_C, #_V, V_ C[-vd, C[-
vd]_V, _# 
⟨д⟩ 
/s/ 
[s] 
voiceless dento-
alveolar fricative 
#_C, C_#, C[-vd]_V,  
C[son]_C[-vd] 
⟨с⟩ 
[z] 
voiced dento-
alveolar fricative 
V_V, C[son]_V 
⟨з⟩ 
/ʃ/ 
[ʃ] 
voiceless palato-
alveolar sibilant 
#_C, C_#, V_C[-vd] 
⟨ш⟩ 
[ʒ] 
voiced palato-
alveolar sibilant 
V_V, C[son]_V 
⟨ж⟩ 
/t͜ ʃ/ 
[t͜ ʃ] 
voiceless palato-
alveolar affricate 
#_C, C_#, C[-vd] _V, 
⟨ч⟩ 
[d͜ʒ] 
voiced palato-
alveolar affricate: 
V_V, C[son]_V, C[+vd]_V 
/l/ [l] 
voiced alveolar 
lateral fricative 
V_#, V_V,  j_V 
⟨л⟩ 
/r/ [r] voiced alveolar trill V_V, V_C, V_# ⟨р⟩ 
/n/ [n] voiced alveolar nasal #_V, V_C, V_# ⟨н⟩ 
/j/ [j] 
voiced palatal 
approximate 
V_#, V_C, C[+vd]_V, 
C[son]_V, V_V 
⟨й⟩ 
/k/ 
[k] voiceless velar stop 
#_V[-back], V[-back] _#, V[-
back] _+C[-vd] 
⟨к⟩ 
[q] voiceless uvular stop 
#_V[+back], V[+back] _#, 
V[+back] _+C[-vd] 
⟨қ⟩ 
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Phoneme Allophone Description Environment Grapheme 
 
/g/ 
[g] voiced velar stop 
V[-back] _V[-back], 
C[son]_V[-back] 
⟨г⟩ 
[ɣ] voiced velar fricative V[-back] _# 
[ʁ] 
voiced uvular 
fricative 
V[+back] _# 
[ɢ] voiced uvular stop 
V[+back] _V[+back], 
C[son]_V[+back] 
⟨ғ⟩ 
/ŋ/ [ŋ] velar nasal V_#, V_C[+vd], V_C[son] ⟨ң⟩ 
/f/ [f] 
voiceless labiodental 
fricative 
 
⟨ф⟩ 
/v/ [v] 
voiced labiodental 
fricative 
 
⟨в⟩ 
/x/ [x] 
voiceless velar 
fricative 
 
⟨х⟩ 
/ɕ/ [ɕ] 
voiceless alveolo-
palatal fricative 
 
⟨щ⟩  
/t͜ s/ [t͜ s] 
voiceless alveolar 
sibilant affricate 
 
⟨ц⟩ 
 
4.3.2 Alphabetical notations and phonetic representations. It is interesting to note 
how the different versions of the Shor alphabet have rendered the phonetic inventory of Shor. 
For example, the original Cyrillic alphabet from 1885 distinguished between the allophones of 
[t͜ ʃ] and [d͜ʒ] with two separate graphemes: Cyrillic ⟨ч⟩ was used to designate voiceless palato-
alveolar affricate [t͜ ʃ] and Latin ⟨j⟩ to mark voiced palato-alveolar affricate [d͜ʒ] (the allophone of 
/t͜ ʃ/ that occurs in intervocalic position). The later versions of the Shor alphabet did not make this 
distinction; likewise, the modern orthographic system of Shor also does not have an independent 
grapheme for [d͜ʒ]. The Latin alphabet that existed from 1929 to 1939 reflected the allophonic 
distinction between voiceless velar stop [k] and voiceless uvular stop [q] that were designated as 
⟨k⟩ and ⟨q⟩, respectively.  
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Table 36 shows a comparison of the correspondences between the alphabetical systems 
and the phonetic inventory of Shor consonants; it is organized in a way that shows phonemic and 
phonetic representation of the Shor consonants followed by the orthographic representation in 
chronological order, from the first alphabet of 1885 to the modern Shor writing system. 
Table 36. Consonant Inventory of Shor with Corresponding Orthographic 
Representations 
 
Phoneme Allophone Description 
Orthography 
Cyrillic Cyrillic Latin Cyrillic Cyrillic 
1885 
1927-
1929 
1929-
1938 
1941 1992 
/p/ 
[p] 
voiceless 
bilabial stop 
п п p п п 
[b] 
voiced bilabial 
stop 
б б b б б 
/m/ [m] 
voiced bilabial 
nasal 
м м m м м 
/t/ 
[t] 
voiceless 
dento-alveolar 
stop 
т т t т т 
[d] 
voiced dento-
alveolar stop 
д д d д д 
/s/ 
[s] 
voiceless 
dento-alveolar 
fricative 
с с s с с 
[z] 
voiced dento-
alveolar 
fricative 
з з z з з 
/ʃ/ 
[ʃ] 
voiceless 
palato-alveolar 
sibilant 
ш ш ş ш ш 
[ʒ] 
voiced palato-
alveolar 
sibilant 
ж ж ƶ ж ж 
/t͜ ʃ/ 
[t͜ ʃ] 
voiceless 
palato-alveolar 
affricate 
ч 
 
ч c ч ч 
[d͜ʒ] 
voiced palato-
alveolar 
affricate: 
j 
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Phoneme Allophone Description 
Orthography 
Cyrillic Cyrillic Latin Cyrillic Cyrillic 
1885 
1927-
1929 
1929-
1938 
1941 1992 
/l/ [l] 
voiced alveolar 
lateral fricative 
л л l л л 
/r/ [r] 
voiced alveolar 
trill 
р р r р р 
/n/ [n] 
voiced alveolar 
nasal 
н н n н н 
/j/ [j] 
voiced palatal 
approximate 
й й j й й 
/k/ 
[k] 
voiceless velar 
stop 
к к 
k 
к 
к 
[q] 
voiceless 
uvular stop 
q қ 
 
/g/ 
[g] 
voiced velar 
stop 
 
 
г 
 
 
г 
 
 
ƣ 
 
 
г 
 
 
г 
 
[ɣ] 
voiced velar 
fricative 
[ʁ] 
voiced uvular 
fricative 
[ɢ] 
voiced uvular 
stop 
ғ 
/ŋ/ [ŋ] 
voiced velar 
nasal 
ҥ ҥ n̡ нъ ң 
/f/ [f] 
voiceless 
labiodental 
fricative 
ѳ ф f ф ф 
/v/ [v] 
voiced 
labiodental 
fricative 
в в v в в 
/x/ [x] 
voiceless velar 
fricative 
х х - х х 
/ɕ/ [ɕ] 
voiceless 
alveolo-palatal 
fricative 
- щ ş щ щ 
/t͜ s/ [t͜ s] 
voiceless 
alveolar 
sibilant 
affricate 
ц ц - ц ц 
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4.3.3 Detailed description of the Shor consonant phonemes. In this section I describe 
Shor consonant phonemes with their corresponding allophones, environment(s), and examples. 
As mentioned earlier, the description is based on the consonant descriptions summarized from 
the previous research of the Shor consonants discussed in the section 4.1 and 4.2 above. This 
section provides a detailed description of each consonant phoneme, its corresponding allophones, 
as well as environment(s) and dialectal variations.  
 Labial.  4.3.3.1
/p/—voiceless bilabial stop, orthographically represented with the grapheme ⟨п⟩; it is realized 
in two variants, [p] and [b]: 
- [p]—voiceless bilabial stop, occurs in word-initial and word-final position 
(Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 9); in word-internal position it occurs when followed or 
preceded by a voiceless consonant: 
(21) a. pʌ:    ‘price’  
b. pɐlɯq    ‘fish’                                 (Dyrenkova, 1941) 
c. qɑp ‘bag’  →   qɑptʌr ‘bags’  
d. qɯp ‘scissors’  →   qɯptɪ̈ ‘scissors (Pl.)’       (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 15) 
 
When following or preceding a front vowel, [p] becomes slightly palatalized as shown in 
(22) a-b, with rounded vowels it becomes labialized as in (22), and in word-final position 
it becomes implosive as in (22) d-e:  
(22) a. pjɛl  ‘taimen’ (fish) 
b. kɛpj  ‘clothing’ 
c. pʷøry  ‘wolf’  
d. køɓ̥   ‘many’ 
e. qɑɓ̥   ‘bag’                           (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, pp. 19-20) 
 
Environment: #_V, #_C,  V_ C[-vd, C[-vd]_V, C_#, V_# 
88 
 
  
- [b]—voiced/half-voiced bilabial stop, orthographically represented with the grapheme 
⟨б⟩; it is a voiced counterpart of [p] (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 19). It occurs 
in intervocalic position, and in the position following sonorants and voiced consonants: 
(23) a. ʌbʌ  ‘father’ 
b. qɑbʌl  ‘ash’  
c. købyk  ‘foam’ 
d. qɑrbɑqt͜ ʃɪ̈  ‘starling’                                               (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 15) 
Chispiyakova and Shavlova (1991) claim that because in the inherently Turkic words 
voicing/voicelessness is not phonemic, voiced bilabial stop [b] is considered to be an 
allophone of /p/ that appears in intervocalic and post-sonorant positions (p. 20). 
(24) a. qɑp ‘bag’  →   qɑbɪ̈ ‘his bag’ 
b. kɛbɛ  ‘boat’  
c. qɑrbɑq  ‘fishing rod’  
d. ɐlbʌn  ‘toll’, ‘impost’              (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 20) 
Voicing of word-final [p] takes place across word boundaries if the following word starts 
with a vowel: 
(25) a. sɐdɯp- ‘buy’    →    sɐdɯb ʌl ‘buy (Imp, Sg)’    
b. kɑp- ‘catch’, ‘grab’   →    kɑb ʌldɪ̈ ‘he grabbed/snatched’ 
c. pʌr-  ‘be’, ‘have’   →    kɛmdɛ bʌr ‘the one who has it’ 
(Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 20) 
In the Upper Tom' subdialect of the Mrassu River dialect, [b] is pronounced as a voiced 
bilabial fricative [β]. It is somewhat reminiscent of the English [w]; however, when 
articulating the Shor [β], the lips are not brought forward (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 15):  
(26) a. ʌβʌ   ←   ʌbʌ ‘father’ 
  b. kɛβɛ  ←   kɛbɛ ‘boat’                                       (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 15) 
Environment: V_V, C[son]_V, C[+vd]_V 
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/m/—voiced bilabial nasal, in the writing system represented with the grapheme ⟨м⟩; always 
pronounced voiced (Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 9); occurs in word-initial, word-final, and word-
internal positions: 
(27) a. mɪ̈ndʌ  ‘here’  
b. mʌltʌ  ‘ax’                                                
d. tɐmʌʃ ‘paw’ 
e. sɯnmɐ ‘grouse (bird)’                                (Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 9) 
f. qɯmɯsqɐ  ‘ant’ 
  g. qɒlɯm  ‘my hand’ (qɒl ‘hand’)                 (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 15) 
h. tɐrʌm  ‘vein’                                 (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 22) 
Environment: #_C, V_V, C_V, _# 
 Coronal 4.3.3.2
/t/—voiceless dento-alveolar20 stop, orthographically represented with the grapheme ⟨т⟩; it is 
characterized by being articulated apically (i.e., the air passage is obstructed with the tip of the 
tongue, not the blade of the tongue); has two allophonic variants, [t] and [d]: 
- [t]—voiceless dento-alveolar stop, occurs in word-initial and word-final position: 
(28) a. tʌʃ  ‘stone’ 
b. ʌt  ‘horse’ 
c. tɯt   ‘larch’  
d. tɔ:t   ‘ice crust’                                      (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 16) 
 When followed and preceded by high front vowels, it is still pronounced apically:   
(29) a. tɛbir  ‘iron’ 
b. tyʃ-   ‘descend’                     (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 20) 
In the process of suffixation, [t] occurs in word-internal position preceding or following a 
voiceless consonant: 
(30) a. tʌʃ  ‘stone’   → tɐʃtʌ    ‘on the stone’ 
                                                 
20
 Described as postdental [Rus.: переднеязычный зазубный смычный] by Dyrenkova (1941) and Chispiyakov 
(1992a), as dental by Babushkin and Donidze (1966) and Donidze (1996), and as dento-alveolar by Urtegeshev 
(2002). 
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b. ʌt  ‘horse’   → tɐtqʌ    ‘to the horse’ 
 c. tɯt  ‘larch’    → tɯttʌn    ‘from the larch’    
(Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 16) 
The voiceless /t/ becomes voiced [d] in intervocalic position, and when preceded by a 
sonorant. The exceptions to this rule are the common Turkic sound combinations of 
voiceless [t] and the sonorants [l], [r], [m], [j], where [t] is preceded by a sonorant, but 
does not become voiced and stays voiceless despite the preceding sonorant, as in 
examples (31) a-c: 
(31) a. ʌltɪ̈   ‘six’ 
b. ʃɔrtʌn ‘pike’ 
c. qɒrtu  ‘burbot’ (fish)              (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 20) 
 Environment: #_C, #_V, V_ C[-vd, C[-vd]_V, _# 
- [d]—voiced dento-alveolar stop, represented in the alphabet with the grapheme ⟨д⟩; it 
is an allophonic variant of the voiceless dento-alveolar stop [t], which becomes voiced 
intervocalically (32) a-d  and in the process of suffixation when preceded by a sonorant 
or a voiced consonant (33) a-d: 
(32) a. ɐdʌ-  ‘to call/designate’ 
b. ɐdʌj  ‘dog’ 
c. pydyr-  ‘create’ 
d. qudʌ  ‘matchmaker’                               (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 16) 
 
(33) a. ʌt ‘name’      →    ɐdɯ         ‘his name’ 
b. pʌr- ‘to leave’  →     pʌrdɯ     ‘he left’               
(Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 9) 
c. tɑʁ ‘mount’    →      tɑɢdʌn     ‘from mount’ 
d. qɒj  ‘sheep’     →     qɒjdɪ̈        ‘sheep-Acc.’ 
(Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 16)  
Environment: V_V, C[son]_V, C[+vd]_V 
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/s/—voiceless dento-alveolar fricative, orthographically represented with the grapheme ⟨с⟩; it 
has two allophonic variants, [s] and [z]: 
- [s]—voiceless dento-alveolar fricative, occurs in word-initial and word-final positions 
as well as in word-internal position when followed or preceded by a vowel or a 
consonant: 
(34) a. sɐrɪ̈  ‘yellow’ 
b. sʌs   ‘swamp’ 
c. søs   ‘word’ 
d. tɔrspɑq  ‘chock’, ‘wood’ 
e. kɛskiʃ  ‘chisel’, cutter’ 
f. sur    ‘dragon fly’                  (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 21) 
[s] occurs in word-internal position in the process of suffixation when a suffix that starts 
with a voiceless consonant is added to a root that ends in [s], as shown in the forms in 
(35) a-c. 
(35) a. sʌs ‘swamp’ → sɐstʌ  ‘on the swamp’  
b. søs ‘word’  → søstɛ   ‘in the word’ 
c. kɛs- ‘to cut’ →  kɛsti     ‘have cut’ (Past) 
(Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 16) 
 Environment: #_C, C_#, C[-vd]_V,  C[son]_C[-vd] 
- [z]—voiced dento-alveolar fricative, in the writing system represented with the 
grapheme ⟨з⟩; it is an allophone of /s/, which occurs in intervocalic position, as shown in 
(36) a-g, and in the position between a sonorant and a vowel, as in (37): 
(36) a. ɐzɯrʌ-  ‘feed (V)’ 
b. tɔzɯn   ‘dust’ 
c. quzuq   ‘nut’ 
d. ʌzɑq   ‘leg’ 
e. møzyk   ‘tall’  
f. pɐzʌ   ‘more’, ‘else’                    (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 16) 
g. sʌs   ‘swamp’   →    sazɯ   ‘his swamp’           (Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 9)  
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(37) kyn zʌjʌ   ‘every day’       (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 21) 
 Environment: V_V, C[son]_V 
 
/ʃ/—voiceless palato-alveolar sibilant, orthographically represented with the grapheme ⟨ш⟩; it 
is realized in two allophonic variants, [ʃ] and [ʒ]: 
- [ʃ]—voiceless palato-alveolar sibilant, occurs in word-initial and word-final position as 
well as in word-internal position when followed by a voiceless consonant: 
(38) a. tʌʃ  ‘stone’ 
b. tɐnɯʃ  ‘acquaintance’              (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 21) 
c. ʃɯq-  ‘walk’, ‘get out’ 
d. ʃɐrɯʃqɑʃ  ‘grasshopper’ 
e. ɔ:lɑɢɑʃ  ‘little boy, fellow’                       (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 16) 
f. qɯʃ  ‘winter’ → qɯʃ-ki   ‘wintery’  (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 21) 
 Environment: #_C, C_#, V_C[-vd] 
- [ʒ]—voiced palato-alveolar sibilant, orthographically denoted with the grapheme ⟨ж⟩; 
occurs in intervocalic position and in the position between a sonorant and a vowel: 
(39) a. qɑʒɯq ‘spoon’ 
b. kɪʒi  ‘man’, ‘human’ 
c. tɛʒik  ‘hole’                        
d. pʌʃ ‘head’ →   pʌʒɯ   ‘his head’ 
(Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 22) 
  Environment: V_V, C[son]_V 
 
/t͜ʃ/—voiceless palato-alveolar affricate, in the alphabet represented with the grapheme ⟨ч⟩; it 
is realized in two variants, [t͜ ʃ] and [d͜ʒ]: 
- [t͜ʃ]—voiceless palato-alveolar affricate occurs in word-final and word-initial positions 
as well during the process of suffixation when preceded by a voiceless consonant:  
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(40) a. t͜ʃʌj  ‘summer’ 
b. t͜ʃɔl  ‘road’                         
c. ʌt͜ʃ   ‘hungry’   
d. t͜ʃɛt-  ‘reach out’                                     
e. qɔlt͜ʃɑq  ‘stream’, ‘creek’                               (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 18) 
Environment: #_C, C_#, C[-vd] _V 
- [d͜ʒ]—voiceless palato-alveolar affricate, an allophonic variant of /t͜ ʃ/ and is represented 
in the Shor alphabet by the grapheme ⟨ч⟩, just like the voiceless palato-alveolar affricate 
[t͜ʃ]. It occurs only in intervocalic position, in the position between a voiced consonant 
and a vowel, and between a sonorant and a vowel (it does not occur in word-initial or 
word-final position): 
(41) a. kɛd͜ʒɛ ‘yesterday’ 
b. ɐd͜ʒʌ ‘older brother’                              (Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 22) 
c. id͜ʒɛ  ‘mother’  
d. qɑjd͜ʒɪ̈ ‘storyteller’                               (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 17) 
e. pɪ̈d͜ʒɑq ‘knife’  
f. ɑŋd͜ʒɪ̈  ‘hunter’                        (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 22) 
Environment: V_V, C[son]_V, C[+vd]_V 
The voicing of /t͜ʃ/ does not occur across morpheme boundaries: 
(42) a. pʌr-  ‘go’  →  mɛn pɐrt͜ʃʌm  ‘I go’, ‘I walk’ 
b. ʌl-  ‘take ’ → mɛn ɐlt͜ʃʌm  ‘I take’ 
c. pʌr- ‘go’ → pɐrt͜ʃɯtqɑm  ‘He walked’ 
    (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 22) 
In some singular cases where /t͜ʃ/ is preceded by a sonorant (in indecomposable morphemes), 
voicing also does not occur, for example:  
(43) a. kɛbɛlt͜ʃik ‘wagtail’ 
b. tɔrt͜ʃʊq ‘nightingale’                (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 22) 
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/l/—voiced alveolar lateral approximant, orthographically represented by the grapheme ⟨л⟩; 
occurs in word-internal and word-final positions, and very rarely in word-initial position; 
pronounced ‘hard’ with back vowels and ‘soft’ (palatalized) with front vowels: 
(44) a. lʌd͜ʒɯn ‘falcon’ 
b. mʌl  ‘cattle’, ‘livestock’ 
c. pʌlʌ  ‘child’  
e. køl
j
   ‘lake’ 
f. kyl
j
   ‘ash’ 
g. pɛlj   ‘trout’                                            (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 17) 
In inherently Shor words, [l] does not occur in word-initial position; the exceptions to that are 
cases where the initial vowel that precedes [l] has been dropped, making [l] become the word-
initial consonant, as in (45):   
(45) lʌt͜ ʃɯn  <   ɯlʌt͜ ʃɯn ‘falcon’            (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 23) 
[l] becomes palatalized when preceded by the palatal approximant [j], as in (46) a-b:  
(46) a. pɐjljʌ- ‘to become rich’  
b. ɐjljʌn  ‘to turn around’                                (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 18) 
Environment: V_#, V_V,  j_V 
 
/r/—voiced alveolar trill, orthographically represented with the grapheme ⟨р⟩; occurs in word-
internal and word-final positions: 
(47) a. qɑr   ‘snow’ 
b. qɑrʌ ‘black’ 
c. pɔrʌs ‘twilight’, ‘dusk’                           (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 17) 
d. ø:r   ‘(animal) pack’ 
e. pøry  ‘wolf’                                               (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 18) 
When followed or preceded by front vowels [r] is pronounced ‘softer’: 
(48) a. t͜ ʃɛr  ‘earth’, ‘land’  
b. pyr   ‘leaf’ 
c. ørtɛk ‘duck’ 
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d. tørt   ‘four’                            (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 22) 
When followed by voiceless consonants as well as when in word-final position, [r] becomes half-
voiced: 
(49) a. qurt  ‘worm’ 
b. tɔrspɑq ‘chock’, ‘wood’     (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, pp. 22-23) 
Just like the lateral approximant /l/, it does not occur in word-initial position in inherently Shor 
words; exceptions to that are words where the word-initial vowel that preceded [r] was dropped:  
(50) a. ɪ̈rɯs  → rɯs  ‘happiness’ 
b. ɪ̈rɑq  → rɑq  ‘far’, ‘far away’ 
(Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 23) 
Environment:  V_V, V_C, V_# 
 
/n/—voiced alveolar nasal stop, in the writing system represented with the letter ⟨н⟩; occurs in 
word-initial, word-internal, and word-final positions: 
(51) a. nʌ:  ‘new’ 
b. nɛbɛ  ‘thing’, ‘something’                       (Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 9) 
c. nɪ̈bɯrt ‘bird-cherry tree’ 
d. nɪ̈nŋɑq ‘light’, ‘easy’                                (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 17) 
e. nʌn-  ‘to come back’, ‘to get back’ 
f. qɒn-  ‘to spend a night’                             (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 18) 
Environment: #_V, V_C, V_#   
 
 Palatal. 4.3.3.3
/j/—voiced palatal approximant, in the writing system represented with the grapheme ⟨й⟩; 
occurs in word-final postvocalic position and in word-internal position when preceded by 
vowels, voiced consonants, and sonorants:  
(52) a. ʌj  ‘month’  
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b. ɐdʌj  ‘dog’ 
c. qɑj   ‘throat singing’  
d. ʌjʌs  ‘fair weather’  
e. ɔjɯn  ‘game’, ‘play’ 
f. qɑjʌ  ‘rock’, ‘mount’                             (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 17) 
It often occurs in intervocalic position with the vowels [ɯ], [i], and [y]: 
(53) a. qɑjɯʃ  ‘belt’  
b. qɪ̈jɯr  ‘crooked’  
c. mʌjɯq  ‘roe’ 
d. kijiq  ‘skinny’                                        (Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 16) 
The /j/ in word-initial position is extremely limited. 
Environment: V_#, V_C, C[+vd]_V, C[son]_V, V_V 
 
 Velar and uvular. 4.3.3.4
/k/—voiceless velar stop, it is realized as two allophones, [k] and [q]: 
- [k]—voiceless velar stop, orthographically represented with the letter ⟨к⟩; occurs only 
with front vowels in word-initial and word-final positions:  
(54) a. køl  ‘lake’ 
b. irik  ‘rotten’ 
c. inɛk  ‘cow’ 
d. ɛʒik  ‘door’ 
e. køryk ‘chipmunk’                                   (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 18) 
It does not occur in intervocalic position or in the position between a vowel and a 
sonorant; however, it occurs in word-internal position on the morpheme boundary 
followed by voiceless consonants of the attaching suffix:  
(55) a. ɛʒik ‘door’    → ɛʒikti ‘door-Acc’ 
b. inɛk ‘cow’     → inɛkti ‘cow-Acc’             (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 18) 
 Environment: #_V[-back], V[-back] _#, V[-back] _+C[-vd] 
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- [q]—voiceless uvular stop, orthographically represented with the grapheme ⟨қ⟩ (‘k’ 
with descender); occurs in word-initial and word-final positions when preceded or 
followed by back vowels: 
(56) a. qɑr   ‘snow’ 
c. quʃ   ‘bird’ 
d. ɔq   ‘bullet’ 
e. qɑrɑq  ‘eye’ 
f. qulɑq  ‘ear’ 
g. qɑlɯq  ‘people’, ‘folk’                             (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 18) 
As the voiceless velar stop [k],  [q] does not appear in the intervocalic position or in the position 
between a vowel and a sonorant; it occurs in word-internal position on the morpheme boundary 
followed by voiceless consonants of the attaching suffix:  
(57) a. qɑrɑq   ‘eye’  →  qɑrɑqtɯ   ‘eye-Acc’  
b. qɑlɯq  ‘people’ →  qɑlɪ̈qtɑŋ   ‘from the people’  
c. qulɑq   ‘ear’  →  qulɑqtʌr   ‘ears-Pl’  
(Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 18) 
There are a few exceptions where [q] appears in combination with a sonorant in 
morphologically indecomposable words, as in forms (58) a-b: 
(58) a. t͜ ʃɐjqɑ-  ‘to sway’, ‘to swing’ 
b. ʃɐjqɯ  ‘stir’, ‘shake’   
  (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 21) 
It also occurs in word-initial position followed by a consonant when the back vowel 
between [q] and the following consonant is reduced and deleted, as in (59):  
(59) qulʌʃ   →   qɪ̈lʌʃ   →   qlʌʃ  ‘fathom’  
(Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 21) 
Environment: #_V[+back], V[+back] _#, V[+back] _+C[-vd] 
 
/g/—voiced velar stop, has four allophonic variants, [g], [ɢ], [ɣ] and [ʁ]: 
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- [g]—voiced velar stop, represented in the orthography with the grapheme ⟨г⟩; occurs in 
word-internal intervocalic position preceded and/or followed by front vowels and 
between a sonorant and a front vowel: 
(60) a. ygy  ‘eagle owl’ 
b. kɛmgɛ  ‘who-Dat’ 
c. ʃɛrgɛj  ‘trap’ 
d. tylgy  ‘fox’                             (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 21) 
e. kɛbɛgɛ  ‘oven’, ‘furnace’ 
f. pɛrgɛn  ‘gave’ (Past)                                 (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 18) 
Environment: V[-back] _V[-back], C[son]_V[-back]   
- [ɢ]—voiced uvular stop, orthographically represented with the grapheme ⟨ғ⟩ (‘ge’ with 
the stroke); occurs in word-internal intervocalic position preceded and/or followed by 
back vowels or between a sonorant and a back vowel: 
(61) a. ɑɢɑʃ  ‘tree’ 
b. ɑɢɯj  ‘seagull’ 
c. qɑrɢɐ  ‘crow’ 
d. ɔɢʊl  ‘boy’, ‘guy’  
e. sɐlɢɯn  ‘wind’ 
f. tɐjɢɑ  ‘tajga’, ‘forest’                              (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 18) 
 Environment: V[+back] _V[+back], C[son]_V[+back]  
 
- [ɣ]—voiced velar fricative, has not received its own orthographic representation and is 
denoted with the same grapheme as voiced velar stop - ⟨г⟩; appears in word-final position 
preceded by a front vowel:  
(62) a. ʃɛriɣ  ‘cohort’, ‘army’ 
b. kid͜ʒiɣ  ‘small’ 
c. tyktiɣ  ‘woolly’                                        (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 18) 
d. t͜ ʃyɣ   ‘feather’ (of a bird) 
e. neɣ   ‘sludge’                                        (Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 15) 
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 Environment: V[-back] _#  
 
- [ʁ]—voiced uvular fricative, has not received its own orthographic designation, denoted 
with the same grapheme as voiced velar stop - ⟨г⟩; occurs in word-final position preceded 
by a back vowel:  
(63) a. ɑʁ  ‘net’ 
b. tɑʁ   ‘mount’ 
c. sɐrɯʁ  ‘yellow’ 
d. uluʁ  ‘big’, ‘great’                                 (Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 15) 
e. ʌlɯʁ-  ‘foolish’ 
f. t͜ ʃɐdɯʁ  ‘life’                             (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 21) 
 Environment: V[+back] _# 
 
/ŋ/—velar nasal stop, in the writing system represented with the grapheme ⟨ң⟩ (‘en’ with 
descender); occurs in word-final position and in word-internal position between a vowel and a 
voiced consonant or a sonorant: 
(64) a. ɑŋ  ‘animal’ 
b. ti:ŋ (tijiŋ)  ‘squirrel’ 
c. ølɛŋ  ‘grass’  
d. nɑŋmur  ‘rain’  
e. køŋmɛ  ‘newly fallen deep snow’ 
f. qɑŋdus  ‘otter’                                      (Chispiyakov, 1992a, pp. 18-19) 
Environment: V_#, V_C[+vd], V_C[son] 
 
 Non-Shor Phonemes. In addition to the phonemes that were described in sections 4.3.3.5
4.3.3.1 through 4.3.3.34, there are consonants that entered Shor through borrowings from the 
Russian language that are now part of the Shor consonant inventory—fricatives /f/, /v/, /x/, /ɕ/ 
and affricate /t͜ s/: 
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(65) a. flɑq  ‘flag’ 
b. vʌrɛnjjɛ ‘jam’                              (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 4) 
c. t͜sɛx  ‘guild’, ‘department’ 
d. ɕʌvɛlj ‘sorrel’                                          (Chispiyakov, 1992a, p. 19) 
e. t͜sirk  ‘circus’                           (Chispiyakova & Shavlova, 1991, p. 4) 
Some words of Russian origin also contain the hard sign grapheme ⟨ъ⟩, also known as yer or 
back yer, used to separate a consonant and the following high front vowel by inserting palatal 
glide [j] between them, and the soft sign grapheme ⟨ь⟩, also known as front yer, used to denote 
consonant palatalization (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 19).  
4.3.4 Phonological processes. Consonant assimilation. In this section I examine the 
position of different types of Shor consonants within morphemes and words; I also discuss the 
process of voicing of the Shor consonants. Finally, I describe the main phonological process that 
concern Shor consonant phonemes—the consonant assimilation that occurs within morphemes as 
well as across morpheme boundaries and across word boundaries.  
 Position of consonants within morphemes and words. Voiceless consonants in 4.3.4.1
Shor, stops [p], [t] and fricatives [s], [ʃ], occur only at the beginning of the word, after a 
voiceless consonant, and at the end of the word:   
(66) a. pʌr  ‘to have’, ‘is present’ 
b. tʌʃ   ‘stone’ 
c. ʃʌp   ‘hot’ 
d. sʌs   ‘swamp’ 
e. tʌʃtʌ ‘through’ 
f. ʌt   ‘name’                                            (Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 9) 
Voiced consonants, [b], [d], [ʒ], [z], occur in intervocalic position and between a voiced 
consonant/sonorant and a vowel:  
(67) a. ʌbʌ  ‘father’ 
b. sɐzɪ̈   ‘his swamp’ 
c. pɐʒɪ̈   ‘his head’ 
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d. ɐdɪ̈   ‘his name’ 
e. pɐdɪ̈  ‘he left’                                          (Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 9) 
The voiced variants [b], [d], [z], [ʒ], [v], [l], [n], [j], [g], [ɢ], [ʁ] almost never occur in 
word-initial position, which is why Shor dictionaries do not have word lists starting with the 
corresponding letters of these variants (Kurpeshko-Tannagasheva & Apon'kin, 1993, p. 6). The 
data in Table 37 illustrates voiced allophones occurring in word-internal and word-final 
positions, listing examples in Shor in Cyrillic, the corresponding IPA translation, and glosses in 
English and in Russian.  
Table 37. Voiced Consonants in Word-Internal Position 
  Shor IPA Transcription Gloss English Gloss Russian 
(68) a. кебелчик kɛbɛlt͜ ʃik ‘white wagtail’  ‘трясогузка’ 
b. азыг ɐzɯʁ ‘bear’ ‘медведь’ 
c. тӧжек tøʒɛk ‘bed’ ‘постель’ 
d. тӱлгӱ tylgy  ‘fox’ ‘лисица’ 
e. торғу tɔrɢʊ ‘silk’ ‘шелк’ 
f. адай ɐdʌj ‘dog’ ‘собака’ 
(Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 20) 
Word-initial as well as word-final consonants in Shor are typically voiceless, except for 
the sonorants, as illustrated in the forms in Table 38.  
Table 38. Voiceless Consonants in the Word-Initial and Word-Final Position 
  Shor 
 
IPA Transcription Gloss English Gloss Russian 
a. таш tʌʃ ‘stone’ ‘камень’ 
b. азақ ɐzɑq ‘leg’ ‘нога’ 
c. қас qɑs ‘goose’ ‘гусь’ 
d. терек tɛrɛk ‘poplar’ ‘тополь’ 
e. ач ʌtʃ ‘greedy’ ‘жадный’ 
f. мӱс mys ‘horn’ ‘рог’ 
(Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 20) 
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In the process of suffixation, when the morpheme/word ends in a voiceless consonant and 
the attaching suffix starts with a vowel, the voiceless consonant of the word base/morpheme 
becomes voiced (the degree of voiceness may vary depending on a dialect). The data in Table 39 
illustrates the process of suffixation where the final voiceless consonant in the base of the word 
becomes voiced when adding a suffix that starts with a vowel.  
Table 39. Voicing at the Morpheme Boundary 
 Shor IPA Transcription Gloss English 
a.  сас    →     сазы sʌs →    sɐzɯ ‘swamp’     →    ‘his swamp’ 
b. сӧс    →    сӧзи søs  →    søzi ‘word’        →    ‘his word’ 
c. паш    →    пажи pʌʃ  →    pɐʒɯ  ‘head’         →    ‘his head’ 
d. тиш    →    тижи tiʃ  →    tɪʒi ‘tooth’        →    ‘his tooth’ 
e. кап     →    кабы qʌp  →    qɑbɯ ‘sack’        →    ‘his sack’ 
f. кеп     →    кеби kɛp  →    kɛbi ‘clothes’     →    ‘his clothes’ 
g. ат     →    ады ʌt  →    ʌdɯ ‘name’        →    ‘his name’ 
h. эт     →    эди ɛt  →    ɛdi ‘meat’         →    ‘his meat’ 
i. оқ     →    оғы ɔq  →    ɔɢɯ ‘bullet’       →    ‘his bullet’ 
j. қарақ  →    қарағы qɑrɑq  →    qɑrɑɢɯ ‘eye’         →    ‘his eye’ 
k. керек →    кереги kɛrɛk  →    kɛrɛgi ‘business’   →    ‘his business’ 
l. тут-     →    тудар tut-  →    tudʌr ‘hold’         →    ‘he will hold’ 
m. ӧс-     →    ӧзер øs-  →    øzer ‘grow’    →    ‘he will grow’  
(Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 20) 
 Consonant assimilation. Shor as a Turkic language exhibits the process of 4.3.4.2
consonant assimilation. The assimilation of consonants in Shor is progressive: a consonant has to 
agree in voicing with the preceding adjacent consonant. Consonant assimilation in Shor affects 
both obstruents and sonorants; it occurs in word bases as well as in the process of suffixation, as 
represented in Formula 2: 
Formula 2. Progressive Consonant Assimilation in Shor 
C  →  αvoice / Cαvoice __ 
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The assimilation of consonants morpheme-internally (within word bases) is illustrated in 
the examples in Table 40, where we can see that two adjacent consonants within a single word 
base have to agree in the feature [+voice]. Thus, we can only have either two adjacent voiceless 
consonants, as in a-f, or two adjacent voiced consonants, as in g-l, within a single word.  
Table 40. Consonant Assimilation in the Word Bases 
 Shor IPA Transcription Gloss English Gloss Russian 
 a. текпер tɛkpɛr ‘snow on tree 
branches’ 
‘снег на ветвях 
дерева’ 
 b. aпcaқ ɐpsɑq ‘aspen’ ‘осина’ 
 c. шошқа ʃɔʃqɑ ‘pig’ ‘свинья’ 
 d. асқыр ɐsqɯr ‘stallion’ ‘жеребец’ 
 e. чақшы tʃɐqʃɯ ‘good’ (Adv) ‘хорошо’ 
 f. қамнық 
 
qɐmnɯq ‘dace’ (fish) ‘елец’ (рыба) 
 g. қарға qɑrɢɑ ‘crow’ ‘ворона’ 
 h. қарлығаш qɑrlɯɢɑʃ ‘swallow’  ‘ласточка’ 
 i. қандус qɑndus ‘otter’ ‘выдра’ 
 j. нағбур nɑɢbur ‘rain’ ‘дождь’ 
 k. қырба qɯrbʌ ‘glue’ ‘клей’ 
 l. шарғылақ ʃɐrɢɯlɑq ‘ferret’ ‘хорек’ 
(Dyrenkova, 1941, pp. 20-21) 
In the process of suffixation, when attaching a suffix that starts with a consonant to the 
morpheme that ends in consonant, the consonant of the suffix has to agree in voicing with the 
consonant of the morpheme that it attaches to, for example: tɯt ‘larch’ →  tɯttʌ ‘on larch’ 
(Dat),  qɑzɯŋ ‘birch’ → qazɯŋdʌ ‘on birch’ (Dat). As we can see, the initial consonant of the 
suffix -ta ‘on’ agrees with the feature [+voice] of the preceding consonant of the morpheme 
that it attaches to. More examples of the consonant assimilation in the process of suffixation are 
illustrated in Table 41. The first column illustrates the original Shor data in Cyrillic, where we 
see a word base followed by the same word with the attached suffix; the second column 
illustrates the corresponding IPA transcription; and the final column provides the glosses. 
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 Table 41. Consonant Assimilation in the Process of Suffixation 
Shor IPA Transcription Gloss English 
a. aғаш    →    aғаштан ɑɢɑʃ  →    ɑɢɑʃ-tʌn ‘tree’ → ‘from tree’ 
b. сас     →    саска sʌs  →    sʌs-qɑ ‘swamp’ → ‘on swamp’ (Acc) 
c. тыт     →    тытта tɯt  →    tɯt-tʌ ‘larch’ → ‘on larch’ (Prepos) 
d. пар-     →    парган pʌr-  →    pɐr-ɢɑn ‘to go (there)’ → ‘gone’ (Partcip,    
sg, m) 
e. ат-     →    аткан ʌt-  →    ɐt-qɑn ‘to shoot’ → ‘shot’ (Partcip, sg, m) 
f. қазың  →    қазыңда qɑzɯŋ  →    qɑzɯŋ-dʌ ‘birch’ → ‘on birch’ (Prepos) 
g. чер     →    черге t͜ ʃɛr  →    tʃɛr-gɛ ‘earth’, ‘ground’ → ‘in earth’ (Acc) 
                    (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 21) 
 
There are a few exceptions to the consonant assimilation in Shor. The language allows 
for the combination of a sonorant and a voiceless consonant [lt], [rt], [lk], [jk] in indecomposable 
words where both consonants belong in the same word base, as in mʌltʌ ‘ax’, where the 
voiceless stop [t] is preceded by the sonorant [l], or in ɐrtʃɯ ‘dew’, where [t] is preceded by the 
sonorant [r] (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 21). More examples of the exceptions to the consonant 
assimilation in Shor are illustrated in Table 42. 
Table 42. Exceptions to the Voicing Assimilation in the Word Bases 
Shor IPA Transcr. Gloss English Gloss Russian 
a. малта  mʌltʌ ‘ax’ ‘топор’ 
b. ӧртек ørtɛk ‘duck’ ‘утка’ 
c. ныбырт nɪ̈bɯrt ‘bird-cherry tree’ ‘черемуха’ 
d. арчы ɐrtʃɯ ‘dew’ ‘роса’ 
e. толқуг tɔlqʊʁ  ‘wave’ ‘волна’ 
(Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 21) 
There are solitary instances in the process of suffixation where the suffix with a 
morpheme-initial voiceless obstruent attaches to a word base with a morpheme-final sonorant as 
in qɒr → qɒr-tʊq ‘timid’, as shown in Table 43:  
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Table 43. Exceptions to the Voicing Assimilation in the Process of Suffixation 
Shor IPA Transcr. Gloss English Gloss Russian 
a. қортуқ qɒrtʊq ‘timid’ ‘боязливый’ 
b. қоолпақ qɒɒlpɑq ‘a washed-up shore’ ‘подмытый берег’ 
c. қаралты qɑrʌltɯ ‘thawed patch’ ‘проталина’ 
(Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 21) 
In the process of suffixation, the initial voiced bilabial stop [b] of the suffix becomes 
bilabial nasal [m] when it attaches to the morpheme with the final alveolar [n], as in ɐlɢʌn + 
bɯs → ɐlɢʌnmɯs ‘we have taken’ (Dyrenkova, 1941, pp. 21-22). Assimilation at a distance is 
also possible, where the initial voiceless bilabial stop [p] becomes bilabial nasal [m] when 
preceded by voiced alveolar nasal [n] and a vowel and followed by a vowel, as in nʌnɯp + ɐlɯp 
→ nɐnɪ̈mɐlɯp ‘coming back’. Both processes can be expressed in the following formula:   
Formula 3. Nasal Assimilation in Shor 
                                                           b  →  m / n __ V 
                                                           p  →  m / nV __ V 
 
Table 44 illustrates more examples of nasal assimilation with some examples of nasal 
assimilation at a distance. 
 
Table 44. Nasal Assimilation in Shor, b → m 
Shor IPA Transcription Gloss English 
a. ɐlɢɑn+bɯs       →    ɐlɢɑnmɯs ‘we have taken’ 
b. kɛlɛn+b       →     kɛlɛnmɯs ‘we have come’ 
c. nʌn+bɪ̈stɯ       →    nanmɯstɯ ‘he have gotten back’ 
d. nʌnɯp+ɐlɯp   →     nɐnɪ̈mɐlɯp ‘being back’ 
e. yrgɛni+pɐlɢɑn →    yrgɛnimɐlɢɑn ‘I have become glad’ 
(Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 22) 
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Similarly, in the Kondoma subdialects voiced alveolar stop [d] becomes voiced alveolar 
nasal [n]  when preceded by alveolar nasal [n] or velar nasal [ŋ] (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 21) as 
illustrated in Table 45: 
Table 45. Nasal Assimilation in Shor, d →  n 
Standard Mrassu  
dialect 
Kondoma 
subdialects  
 
Gloss English Gloss Russian 
a. sɪ̈:ndɯ sɪ̈:nnɯ  ‘Siberian stag’ ‘марал’ 
b. ɑŋdɯ ɑŋnɯ  ‘animal-Acc’ ‘зверя’ 
c. ɑŋdʌ ɑŋnʌ  ‘to hunt’ ‘охотиться’ 
d. mʌŋdʌ mʌŋnʌ  ‘to spring’, ‘to run 
fast’ (speaking about 
an animal) 
‘скакать’, ‘быстро 
бежать’ (о 
животном) 
(Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 22) 
4.3.5 Summary.  This section discussed the consonant phonemes of the Shor language, 
proposing an inventory of the Shor consonant phonemes and describing each consonant phoneme 
with its corresponding allophonic variants and examples. I also discussed the phonological 
process of consonant assimilation, both within word bases and in the process of suffixation. 
4.4 Chapter Summary 
In this chapter I examined the consonant phonemes of the Shor language. I discussed and 
analyzed the existing descriptions of the consonant inventories of Shor by the authors that used 
Russian as a metalanguage instead of the IPA to describe phonemes. I looked at the consonant 
inventories proposed by the following researchers: Dyrenkova (1941), Babushkin and Donidze 
(1966), Pospelova (1977), Chispiyakova and Shavlova (1991), Chispiyakov (1992a, 1992b), 
Donidze (1996), and Musaev 2014. I compared and analyzed the inventories proposed by these 
authors, and based on this analysis, I was able to propose a consonant inventory of Shor using 
the IPA. The proposed consonant inventory contains 13 consonant phonemes, /p/, /m/, /t/, /s/, /ʃ/, 
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/n/, /r/, /l/, /j/, /t͜ ʃ/, /k/, /g/, /ŋ/, that realize in 22 allophonic variants, [p], [b], [m], [t], [d], [s], [z], 
[ʃ], [ʒ], [n], [r], [l], [j], [t͜ ʃ], [dʒ], [k], [q], [g], [ɢ], [ɣ], [ʁ], [ŋ]. Each consonant phoneme was 
described listing its allophones, environments, and data examples. Finally, in this chapter I 
described the phonological processes of consonant assimilation that take place in Shor.   
The following chapter will touch upon syllable structure and stress in Shor, as well as 
discuss some peculiarities of the dialectal variation within the language.  
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5. Syllable Structure, Stress, Dialectal Variation 
In this chapter I discuss syllable structure and stress in the Shor language; I will also 
discuss some factors and characteristics of dialectal subdivision of the language. Section 5.1 
provides information on the types of syllables in Shor words, section 5.2 discusses types of 
stress, and section 5.4 introduces the correspondences of the Mrassu and Kondoma dialectal 
subdivision.  
5.1 Syllable Structure 
There are six types of syllables in inherently Shor words, open syllables V, CV, and closed 
syllables VC, VCC, CVC, CVCC: 
Open syllables:   
- V ʌ-dʌ ‘father’ 
- CV pʌ-lʌ      ‘child’ 
 (Babushkin & Donidze, 1996, p. 468) 
Closed syllables:   
- VC ɔl ‘he’, ‘that one’ (Dem.) 
- VCC ɛrt-ti ‘he passed by’ 
- CVC kyr-tyk ‘Lyrurus’ (bird) 
- CVCC qurt ‘worm’ 
(Babushkin & Donidze, 1996, p. 468) 
 
Other types of syllables are found in the words that entered Shor from the Russian language: 
- CCV brji-gʌ-dʌ ‘brigade’, ‘team’ 
- CCVC sput-njik ‘satellite’ 
(Babushkin & Donidze, 1996, p. 468) 
5.2 Stress 
Stress in Shor is usually on the last syllable, as shown in examples (68) a-c:  
(68) a. mɐl'tʌ  ‘ax’ 
 b. qɯmïs'qa   ‘ant’   
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 c. tyl'gy   ‘fox’ (f.)               (Babushkin & Donidze, 1996, p. 468) 
However, there are multiple exceptions to that when, for example, the stress falls on the 
first syllable; e.g., in the disyllabic words with close vowels in the second syllable the stress falls 
on the first syllable, as in (69) a-c: 
(69) a. 'købʏr  ‘coal’, ‘charcoal’ 
b. 't͜ ʃʌdïʁ   ‘life’ 
 c. 'qɒnʊq  ‘life’, ‘household’ 
(Babushkin & Donidze, 1996, p. 468) 
Secondary stress occurs in polysyllabic words. When the word lengthens in the process of 
suffixation, the primary stress moves to the final syllable of the word, while the secondary stress 
falls on the first syllable, as in (69) above—unless the final suffix is the unstressed suffix, as in 
(70): 
(70) ˌpɐrt͜ ʃïtqɑnnʌrɢ'ɑ ‘to the coming ones’ (Dat) 
(Donidze, 1996, p. 499) 
Stress also depends on whether the suffix in the word is stressed or unstressed, for 
example, the negation suffixes -pa/-ba, plural suffixes -lɛr/-lʌr, and locative suffixes -
ta/-da are the stressed suffixes:  
(71) a. par´badɯm  ‘I did not leave’  
b. qaraq´ta   ‘in the eye’  
c. it͜ ʃɛ'lɛrgɛ  ‘to mothers’ 
(Babushkin & Donidze, 1996, p. 468) 
Donidze (1996) describes the following types of stress in Shor (p. 499): 
i. In word bases with short vowels of the same dimension (backness), the stress is generally 
on the final syllable: 
(72) a. ɐ'dɑ   ‘father’ 
b. kɛ'bɛ  ‘boat’ 
c. pɐ'ɢɑ  ‘frog’ 
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ii. In word bases with broad and narrow (open and close) vowels, the stress is usually on the 
broad (open) vowel regardless of the position of the vowel in the word: 
(73) a. qɯmïs'qɑ  ‘ant’  
 b. qɒ'nʊq  ‘life’ 
 c. 'købyr  ‘charcoal’ 
iii. In word bases with short and long vowels, the stress is normally on the long vowel: 
(74) a. qɑ'rɑ:  ‘night’ 
b. 'sɑ:sqɑn  ‘magpie’ 
iv. In the process of suffixation, the stress falls on the final suffix unless it is an unstressed 
suffix: 
(75) mɐl'tʌ + pɯs →   asmɐltʌ'bɯs ‘our ax’ 
Stress in borrowed words typically remains the same as in the language that it was 
borrowed from. 
5.3 Mrassu and Kondoma Dialectal Variation  
The main factor of the dialectal division of the Shor language into the Mrassu and 
Kondoma dialects is phonetic, based on the following types of correspondences (Chispiyakova, 
1991, pp. 18-25): 1) intervocalic and word-final z(s) – j (where z(s) is pronounced in the Mrassu 
dialect, and j in the Kondoma dialect); 2) word-initial t͜ ʃ –  j; 3) word-initial n - t͜ ʃ( j); 4) word-
final and word-initial ʃ(ʒ) - t͜ ʃ;  5) word-initial m – p; 6) intervocalic b – m; 7) word-internal v – b; 
8) word-internal and word-initial y – i and i – y; 9) word-initial and word-internal o(ø) – u(y) 
and, not as frequently, u(y) – o(ø); 10) word-internal and word-final u – ɯ; 11) word-internal and 
word-initial e – i; 12) regular rounding harmony in Mrassu dialect versus disruption of the 
rounding harmony in the Kondoma dialect; 13) disruption of the backness harmony in the 
Kondoma dialect; 14) all stops in the Kondoma dialect are pronounced with a harder occlusion 
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than the stops in the Mrassu dialect; 15) the voiced alveolar lateral fricative [ɮ] becomes 
palatalized when followed or preceded by the back vowels in some words in the Upper Mrassu 
subdialects, and in the Pyzas subdialect of the Kondoma dialect; 16) syncope in the Mrassu 
dialect where a vowel is lengthened when an intervocalic consonant is deleted, whereas in the 
Kondoma dialect the vowel does not lengthen; 17) metathesis, a very frequent phenomenon in 
Shor—it occurs only in the Mrassu dialect (there are very rare cases of metathesis in the 
Kondoma dialect).  
Therefore, the Mrassu dialect is the z-dialect with intervocalic and final z; the Kondoma 
dialect is the j-dialect with intervocalic and final j. Chispiyakova (1991) provides the following 
data for the comparison of the Mrassu and Kondoma phonetic alternation described above, which 
are illustrated in Table 46 through Table 60.  
Data in Table 46 shows alternation of intervocalic and word-final z(s) – j  in the Mrassu 
and Kondoma dialects, where -z(-s) is pronounced in the Mrassu dialect, and -j is pronounced in 
the Kondoma dialect. 
Table 46. Dialectal Alternation of Intervocalic and Word-Final z(s) – j 
Mrassu dialect Kondoma dialect Gloss English Gloss Russian 
a. møzyk pijik ‘tall’ ‘высокий’ 
b. qɒzʌn qɒjʌn  ‘hare’ ‘заяц’ 
c. quzuruq qujruq  ‘tail’ ‘хвост’ 
d. pɔzum pɔjʊm ‘I myself’ ‘я сам’ 
e. kɛs- kij-  ‘put something on’ ‘надевать’ 
f. pɔs pɔj ‘(by)myself’ ‘сам’ 
(Chispiyakova, 1991, pp. 18-19) 
Table 47 shows dialectal variation of the word-initial t͜ ʃ –  j, where t͜ ʃ- is pronounced in 
the Mrassu dialect, and j- is pronounced in the Kondoma dialect in word-initial position. 
112 
 
  
Table 47. Dialectal Alternation of Word-Initial t͜ ʃ –  j 
 
Mrassu dialect Kondoma dialect Gloss English Gloss Russian 
a. tʃɑqʃɪ̈ jɑqʃɪ̈ ‘good’ (Adv) ‘хорошо’ 
b. tʃɔq jɔq ‘no’ ‘нет’ 
c. tʃɛstɛk jɛstɛk ‘berry’ ‘ягода’ 
(Chispiyakova, 1991, p. 20) 
Word-initial n- is pronounced in the Mrassu dialect, while word-initial t͜ ʃ- is pronounced 
in the Kondoma dialect, as illustrated in Table 48. 
Table 48. Dialectal Alternation of Word-Initial n – t͜ ʃ(j)  
Mrassu dialect Kondoma dialect Gloss English Gloss Russian 
a. nitkɛ t͜ʃitkɛ ‘nape’, ‘back of the head’ ‘затылок’ 
b. nɑŋmur t͜ʃɑŋmur ‘rain’ ‘дождь’ 
(Chispiyakova, 1991, p. 20) 
Data in Table 49 illustrates dialectal variation of word-initial and word-final ʃ(ʒ) - t͜ ʃ, 
where ʃ-(ʒ-) is pronounced in the Mrassu dialect, while t͜ ʃ- is pronounced in the Kondoma dialect 
in word-initial and word-final position. 
Table 49. Dialectal Alternation of Word-Initial and Word-Final ʃ(ʒ) – t͜ ʃ 
Mrassu dialect Kondoma dialect Gloss English Gloss Russian 
a. ʃɛrgɛj t͜ʃɛrgɛj ‘trap’ ‘ловушка’ 
b. ʃɯɢɑnɑq tʃɯɢɑnɑq ‘elbow’ ‘локоть’ 
c. ʃɪ̈dʌ- tʃɪ̈dʌ- ‘to stand’, ‘to tolerate’ ‘терпеть’ 
d. iʃ- it͜ʃ- ‘to drink’ ‘пить’ 
e. ʌʒ- ʌtʃ ‘open’ (Adj.) ‘открытый’ 
f. ʌʃ- ʌt͜ʃ ‘hungry’ ‘голодный’ 
(Chispiyakova, 1991, p. 21) 
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The Mrassu dialect has word-initial m-, while the Kondoma dialect has word-initial p-, as 
shown in Table 50. 
Table 50. Dialectal Alternation of Word-Initial m – p 
Mrassu dialect Kondoma dialect Gloss English Gloss Russian 
a. mus pus ‘ice’ ‘лед’  
b. mʌrs pʌrs ‘snow leopard’ ‘снежный барс’ 
c. mɛs pɛs ‘erythronium’  ‘кандык’ 
    But:    
d. pɔrsʊq mɔrsʊq ‘badger’ ‘барсук’ 
e. pøry møry  ‘wolf’ ‘волк’ 
f. purun murun ‘nose’ ‘нос’ 
(Chispiyakova, 1991, p. 21) 
Table 51 provides data for dialectal variation between intervocalic b – m in the Mrassu 
and Kondoma dialects, where intervocalic -b- is pronounced in the Mrassu dialect, and 
intervocalic -m- is pronounced in the Kondoma dialect. 
Table 51. Dialectal Alternation of Intervocalic b – m 
Mrassu dialect Kondoma dialect Gloss English Gloss Russian 
a. sʌbʌn sʌmʌn ‘straw’ ‘солома’ 
b. nɯbɪ̈rtqɑ nɯmɪ̈rtqɑ ‘egg’ ‘яйцо’ 
c. qɒbɯs qɒmɯs ‘musical instrument’ ‘муз. инструмент’ 
d. nɯbɪ̈rt nɯmɪ̈rt ‘bird-cherry tree’ ‘черемуха’ 
e. ʌbɯr ʌmɯr ‘peaceful’ ‘мирный’ 
(Chispiyakova, 1991, p. 22) 
When the Mrassu dialect has word-internal -v-, the Kondoma dialect has word-internal  -
b-, as shown in examples in Table 52. 
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Table 52. Dialectal Alternation of Word-Iinternal v – b 
Mrassu dialect Kondoma dialect Gloss English Gloss Russian 
a. ʃyvɛ ʃybɛ ‘fir’ ‘пихта’ 
b. tvʌrɑq tɯbɪ̈rɑq  ‘cottage cheese’ ‘творог’ 
c. tuvʌn  tubʌn  ‘mist’, ‘fog’ ‘туман’ 
d. ʌvʌ ʌbʌ  ‘father’ ‘отец’ 
e. tʌvɯʃ tʌbɯʃ  ‘sound’ ‘звук’ 
(Chispiyakova, 1991, p. 22) 
Table 53 shows that when the Mrassu dialect has word-internal -y-, the Kondoma dialect 
has word-internal  -i-. 
 Table 53. Dialectal Alternation of Word-Internal and Word-Initial y – i  
Mrassu dialect Kondoma dialect Gloss English Gloss Russian 
a. py:n pi:n ‘today’ ‘сегодня’  
b. myn- min- ‘to ride a horse’ ‘ехать верхом’ 
c. ylgæʃ ilgæʃ ‘fishing rod’ ‘удочка’  
     But:    
d. in yn ‘burrow’, ‘hole’ ‘нора’ 
(Chispiyakova, 1991, p. 22) 
When the Mrassu dialect has word-initial o-(ø-), the Kondoma dialect has word-initial u-
(y-), as shown in examples a-c in in Table 54. Less frequent is the opposite alternation, where u-
(y-) is pronounced word-initially in the Mrassu dialect, while  o-(ø-) is pronounced in the 
Kondoma dialect, as shown in examples d-f. 
Table 54. Dialectal Alternation of Word-Initial and Word-Internal ɔ(ɒ)/ø – u/y  
 
Mrassu dialect Kondoma dialect Gloss English Gloss Russian 
a. ørtɛk yrtɛk ‘duck’ ‘утка’ 
b. øʃky yʃkɛ ‘goat’ ‘коза (домашняя)’  
c. ɔqsʊm uqsum ‘onion (wild)’ ‘лук (дикий)’ 
   But:    
d. yzɛk øzɛk ‘core’, ‘pith’ ‘сердцевина’ 
e. tyʃ tøʃ  ‘chest’ ‘грудь’ 
f. puɢul mɔɢʊl  ‘haycock’ ‘копна (сена)’ 
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(Chispiyakova, 1991, pp. 22-23) 
Data in Table 55 illustrates dialectal variation of word-internal and word-final u – ɯ(ɪ̈), 
where -u is pronounced in the Mrassu dialect, while -ɪ̈ is pronounced in the Kondoma dialect in 
word-internal and word-final position. 
Table 55. Dialectal Alternation of Word-Internal and Word-Final u–ɯ(ɪ̈) 
Mrassu dialect Kondoma dialect Gloss English Gloss Russian 
a. pulʌn pɪ̈lʌn ‘elk’ ‘лось’ 
b. qurtʃu qurtʃɪ̈ ‘thimble’ ‘наперсток’ 
c. suskqu susqɪ̈ ‘ladle’, ‘bucket’ ‘ковш’ 
d. ujɢu ujɢɪ̈ ‘dream’ ‘сон’ 
(Chispiyakova, 1991, p. 23) 
When the Mrassu dialect shows word-initial and word-internal e-, the Kondoma dialect 
shows word-initial and word-internal i-, as illustrated in Table 56. 
Table 56. Dialectal Alternation of Word-Initial and Word-Internal ɛ–i 
Mrassu dialect Kondoma dialect Gloss English Gloss Russian 
a. ɛʒɪ̈k iʒɪ̈k ‘door’ ‘дверь’ 
b. ɛdɛk idɛk  ‘hemline’, ‘skirt’ ‘подол’ 
c. ɛrgɛk irgɛk ‘male’, ‘buck’ ‘самец’ 
d. kɛlɛskɛn kɛlɛskin,  kɛliskin ‘lizard’ ‘ящерица’ 
(Chispiyakova, 1991, p. 23) 
Rounding harmony that is present in the Mrassu dialect becomes disrupted in the 
Kondoma dialect, where the second vowel of the stem does not agree with the feature [+round] 
of the vowel in the preceding syllable (see section 3.3.2.2 Rounding harmony.), as shown in   
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Table 57. 
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Table 57. Rounding Harmony in the Mrassu Dialect versus Disruption of the 
Rounding Harmony in the Kondoma Dialect 
 
Mrassu dialect Kondoma dialect Gloss English Gloss Russian 
a. quʃtu quʃtɪ̈ ‘bird-Acc.’ ‘птицу’ 
b. qɒlʊm qɒlɯm ‘my hand’ ‘моя рука’ 
c. pɔnʊ  pɔnɪ̈ ‘this-Acc’ ‘это’ (вин. пад.)  
d. turdu turdɪ̈ ‘he stood’ ‘он стоял’  
e. pɔldʊ pɔldɪ̈ ‘he was’ ‘он был’  
(Chispiyakova, 1991, p. 23) 
 As shown in examples a and b in Table 58, in the Upper Kondoma and upper Mrassu 
dialects the vowel of the second syllable does not assimilate to the feature [+back] of the vowel 
in the preceding syllable as it does in the Lower Kondoma and Lower Mrassu dialects, thus 
disrupting the process of vowel harmony (where front vowels occur only in word stems with 
front vowels and back vowels occur only in word stems with back vowels; see section 3.3.2.1, 
Backness harmony.). 
Table 58. Disruption of the Backness Harmony in the Kondoma Dialect 
Upper Kondoma Upper 
Mrassu 
Lower 
Kondoma 
Lower Mrassu Gloss 
English 
Gloss 
Russian 
a. ʌltʃɛŋ qɯs ʌltʃɛŋ qɯs ʌltʃɑŋ qɯs ʌltʃɑŋ qɯs ‘bride’ ‘невеста’ 
b. it pʌlɛzi it pʌlɛzi it pʌlʌzɪ̈ it pʌlʌzɪ̈ ‘puppy’ ‘щенок’ 
(Chispiyakova, 1991, p. 24) 
As shown in Table 59, in the Mrassu dialect the loss of the word-internal consonants 
[g]/[ɢ], [n], [j] triggers lengthening of the preceding vowel, while in the Kondoma dialect the loss 
of the consonant does not trigger lengthening of the vowel (Chispiyakova, 1991, p. 24). 
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Table 59. Compensatory Lengthening in the Mrassu Dialect   
Mrassu dialect Kondoma dialect Gloss English Gloss Russian 
a. ki:k kijik ‘roe’ ‘косуля’ 
b. py:n pygyn ‘today’ ‘сегодня’ 
c. pu:l puɢul ‘haystack’ ‘стог’ 
d. mɛ:ŋ mɛniŋ ‘my’ ‘мой’ 
   But:    
g. qɑrlɪ̈ɢɑʃ qɑrlʌʃ  ‘swallow’ ‘ласточка’ 
h. ɔ:lɑɢɑʃ ɔ:lʌʃ ‘boy’ ‘мальчик’ 
i. t͜ ʃʌbɑɢɑ t͜ ʃʌbʌ ‘foal’, ‘colt’ ‘жеребенок 2х лет’ 
(Chispiyakova, 1991, p. 24) 
Data in Table 60 illustrates that metathesis occurs only in the Mrassu dialect (there are 
very rare cases of metathesis in the Kondoma dialect).  
Table 60. Metathesis in the Mrassu Dialect 
Mrassu dialect Kondoma dialect Gloss English Gloss Russian 
a. sɯmnʌ sɯnmʌ ‘grouse’ ‘рябчик’ 
b. øskys øksys ‘orphan’ ‘сирота’ 
c. ʌpsɑq ʌspɑq ‘aspen’ ‘осина’ 
d. pʌlɢɑ- pɑɢlɑ- ‘to bind’, ‘to tie’ ‘привязывать’ 
e. t͜ ɑqpɪ̈ (← tʌpqɪ̈ ← 
tʌbɑqɪ̈) 
tʌmku   ‘tobacco’ ‘табак’ 
(Chispiyakova, 1991, p. 25) 
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6. Grammatical Features 
 In this chapter, I discuss grammatical structure and the main morphosyntactic properties 
of the Shor language. I give an overview of the word classes that are present in Shor, and 
examine in greater detail the open word classes. Thus, in section 6.1, I give an overview of the 
Shor language according to its structural and functional features. In section 6.2, I examine the 
main morphosyntactic properties of the language; I review the open word classes in sections 
6.2.1 to 6.2.5 where I discuss grammatical categories that are present in each word class, 
examine their morphological and syntactic characteristics, and provide data examples of the each 
word class use.  
6.1 Language Structure 
Based on its morphological structure, Shor is an agglutinative language. Derivation in 
Shor occurs by adding morphemes to the stem of the word without any changes within the stem.  
There are, however, exceptions to the agglutination, for example, in personal pronouns where the 
changes occur within the stem (see section 6.2.3).  
Like in most other Turkic languages, the grammatical categories of gender and animacy 
are not present in Shor. The language lacks prepositions, the role and the grammatical function of 
prepositions is fulfilled by postpositions; postpositions are function words that come after the 
complement that they modify (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 25), (Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 46). Examples 
of the postpositions are given in (76) a-b below: 
(76) a.   ɑɢɑʃ ystyndɛ     
tree     on/to/towards 
‘On/to/towards the tree’ (Direct.)      (Babushkin & Donidze, 1996, p. 478) 
 
b. t͜ʃɯl pʌʒɯndʌ 
year    through/over/after 
‘After a year.’                                                (Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 46) 
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Shor does not have conjunctions, besides the conjunction pʌzʌ ‘and’, as shown in example (77) 
below: 
(77) qɑstʌr pʌzʌ turnʌlʌr  ‘geese and cranes’ 
(Babushkin & Donidze, 1996, p. 479) 
The function of interjections is fulfilled by elements in the language such as particles, 
postpositions, and cases. 
Nouns are marked with number, case, possession, and predicativity (see section 6.2.1). 
Verbs are marked for person, number, mood, tense, aspect, and voice (see section 6.2.5). 
Declension of nouns and conjugation of verbs occurs with agglutinative suffixes.  
As a Turkic language, Shor has numerous derivational suffixes, which allow the 
formation of new words from nominal and verbal stems, as in examples (78) a-e: 
(78) a. ɑŋ    ‘animal’ 
b. ɑŋ-nʌ-    ‘hunt (V)’ 
c. ɑŋ-d͜ʒɪ̈   ‘hunter’ 
d. ɑ-d͜ʒɪ̈-q  ‘hunting ground’ 
e. ɑ-d͜ʒɪ̈-q-tʌ-   ‘earn one’s living with hunting’  
 (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 24) 
Derivational suffixes always attach after the stem. The form of the attaching suffix is 
phonologically determined following the vowel harmony and consonant assimilation patterns at 
work in the language (see sections 3.3.2 and 4.3.4.2 for an in-depth discussion of vowel harmony 
and consonant assimilation). 
Shor has SOV word order (Nevskaya, 2005). The language has a rich native vocabulary 
in the areas of nature (flora and fauna), weather, and, especially, hunting. There is a large number 
of loan words from Mongolian and more recently from Russian (Kolga et al., 2001, p. 306). 
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6.2 Morphosyntactic Properties. According to Dyrenkova (1941), the following word 
classes can be distinguished in Shor:  
Open classes: 
   Verbs 
Nouns 
Adjectives  
Numerals 
Pronouns 
  Closed classes: 
   Adverbs 
Particles 
   Interjections 
   Function words 
In sections 6.2.1 through 6.2.5 below, I provide a more detailed overview of the open 
classes and their main morphosyntactic properties and examine each open word class and 
provide data examples of use.  The description of closed classes is beyond the scope of this 
thesis. 
6.2.1 Nouns. Nouns in Shor have grammatical categories of number, possession, 
predicativity and case.  
 Plural. The plural of nouns is formed by adding suffixes -lʌr/-lɛr, -nʌr/-6.2.1.1
nɛr, -tʌr/-tɛr that alternate according to the rules of vowel harmony and consonant 
assimilation (see sections 3.3.2 and  4.3.4.2). That is, these suffixes are allomorphs of the same 
morpheme, in which the suffix the noun takes depends on the final consonant of the noun, and 
the vowel depends on the vowel in the noun. The correspondence between the triggering 
phoneme of the stem-final morpheme and the following consonant of the attaching plural suffix 
is illustrated in Table 61. 
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Table 61. Allomorphy in Pplural Suffixes 
Final phoneme of the 
stem-final morpheme 
Attaching plural suffix 
-l, -r, -j, g ([ɣ] [ʁ]), 
vowel 
-lʌr/-lɛr 
-m, n, ŋ -nʌr/-nɛr 
voiceless consonant -tʌr/-tɛr 
Based on Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 38. 
The examples in (79) a-f below illustrate the plural formation of nouns in Shor where the plural 
suffix alternates according to the rules of vowel harmony and consonant assimilation: 
(79) a.   ʃʌnʌ →   ʃʌnʌ-lʌr ‘skis’ 
b.   tɔrʊm →  tɔrʊmn-nʌr ‘pine cones’ 
c. ɑɢɑʃ → ɑɢɑʃ-tʌr ‘trees’ 
d. kɛbɛ  →  kɛbɛ-lɛr  ‘boats’ 
e. ɪt   →  ɪt-tɛr   ‘dogs’ 
f. yn   →  yn-nɛr  ‘voices’ 
  (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 38) 
 Possession. Possession is marked on nouns by adding possessive suffixes to the 6.2.1.2
nominal stem. Like all other attaching morphemes in Shor, possessive suffixes are allomorphs of 
the same suffix as they follow vowel harmony and consonant assimilation patterns (see sections 
3.3.2 and 4.3.4.2 for an in-depth discussion of vowel harmony and consonant assimilation). 
Table 62 lists the allomorphic variants of the possessive suffixes that attach to nouns. 
Table 62. Possessive Suffixes 
Singular Plural 
1 Sg -m,  -ɯm/-im, -um/-ym 1 Pl -bɯs/-bis, -bus/-bys,  -ɯbɯs/-ibis,  
-ubus/-ybys,   
2 Sg -ŋ, -ɯŋ-/iŋ, -uŋ/-yŋ 2 Pl -lʌrɯŋ/-lɛriŋ, -tʌrɯŋ/-tɛriŋ, -
nʌrɯŋ/-nɛriŋ  
3 Sg -ɯ/-i, -u/-y, -zɯ/zi, -zu/zy 3 Pl -lʌrɯ/-lɛri, tʌrɯ/-tɛri, -nʌrɯ/-nɛri 
Based on Dyrenkova, 1941, pp. 48-49. 
Data in (80) a-h below shows examples of nouns marked with possession by adding 
possessive suffixes: 
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(80) a.   turɐ-m  ‘my town’ 
 b.   t͜ ʃɔl-ɯm  ‘my way’, ‘my path’ 
 c.   søy-im  ‘my word’ 
 d.   kɛbɛ-ŋ  ‘your boat’ (Sg) 
 e.   ʌd-ɯ  ‘his name’ 
 f.   kɛbɛ-lɛr-ibis ‘our boats’ 
 g.  ɑŋ-ŋɑrɯŋ  ‘your animal’(Pl) 
 h.  ɛʒik-tɛriŋ   ‘their door’  
(Dyrenkova, 1941, pp. 48-49) 
 Predicativity. Predicativity of nouns in Shor occurs when a noun acts as a 6.2.1.3
predicate in the sentence by taking a predicative suffix as shown in examples (81) a-c, where the 
predicative suffix -bɯm is added to the stem ɑŋt͜ʃɯ ‘hunter’ (81), the predicative -ziŋ is added 
to the stem yrgɛdigt͜ʃi- ‘teacher’ (81), and the predicative -bɯs is added to the stem 
pʌlɯqt͜ʃɯ- ‘fisherman’ (81) to form a predicative sentence: 
(81) a.  mɛn ɑŋt͜ʃɯ-bɯm   b.  sɛn yrgɛdigt͜ʃi-ziŋ  
                        I       hunter-Predic                   You   teacher-Predic                  
         ‘I am a hunter.’              ‘You are a teacher.’                      
 
b. pis pʌlɯqt͜ʃɯ-bɯs 
        We    fishermen-Predic 
        ‘We are fishermen.’ 
         (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 140) 
 
Table 63 illustrates the paradigm of the predicative verbal suffixes added to nouns in predicative 
clauses. 
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Table 63. Predicative Suffixes 
Singular Plural 
1 Sg -bɯm/-bim, -pɯm/-pim,  
-mɯm/-mim  
(~ -bɯn/-bin, -pɯn/-pin,  
-mɯn/-min) 
1 Pl -bɯs/-bis, -pɯs/-pis 
2 Sg -zɯŋ/-ziŋ, -sɯŋ/-siŋ 2 Pl -zʌr/-sʌr (~ -zʌʌr/-sʌʌr) 
3 Sg                   -ø 3 Pl -lɛr/-lʌr 
Based on Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 140. 
 Declension. Different researchers describe a different number of cases in the 6.2.1.4
Shor language. According to Dyrenkova, there are seven cases in Shor (pp. 40-46), Chispiyakov 
follows Dyrenkova’s declension classification and also lists seven cases (1992a, p. 33; 1992b, 
pp. 286-287). Similarly, Babushkin and Donidze (1996) list seven cases (pp. 470-471); however, 
their paradigm differs from that of Dyrenkova and Chispiyakov (see Table 64); Donidze (1996) 
provides six cases (p. 501), while Kurpeshko-Tannagasheva and Aponkin (1993) describe eight 
cases (p. 7). The comparison of declension paradigms described by different researchers is 
illustrated in Table 64. 
Table 64. Comparison of Declension Paradigms  
Dyrenkova, 
1941 
Chispiyakov, 
1992a and 
1992b 
Kurpeshko-
Tannagasheva 
and Aponkin, 
1993 
Babushkin and 
Donidze, 1996 
Donidze,  
1996 
7 cases 7 cases 8 cases 7 cases 6 cases 
Nominative  Nominative  Nominative Nominative Nominative 
Possessive-
Genitive  
Possessive-
Genitive  
Possessive Possessive Possessive 
Allative-Dative   Allative-Dative   Dative Dative Dative 
Accusative Accusative Accusative Accusative Accusative 
Locative Locative-
Temporal 
Locative Locative Locative 
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Ablative  Ablative   Ablative   Ablative   Ablative   
  Allative     
Instrumental Comitative-
Instrumental 
Instrumental Instrumental  
 
In this thesis, I follow the declension paradigm provided by Dyrenkova (1941), who 
identifies seven cases (p. 40-46). The declension is formed by adding case suffixes to the word 
base. Due to the process of vowel harmony and consonant assimilation, the suffixes for each case 
represent alternate pronunciations of the same morpheme. The chart in Table 65 shows a 
paradigm of the Shor cases with the corresponding suffixes that depend on the final consonant of 
the nominal stem to which they attach: 
Table 65. Case Markers in Shor 
 Preceding 
morpheme 
ending in a 
vowel 
Preceding 
morpheme 
ending in a 
voiceless 
consonant 
Preceding 
morpheme 
ending in  
-m, -n, -ŋ 
Preceding 
morpheme 
ending in  
-l, -r, -j, -g ([ɣ] 
[ʁ]) 
Nominative  - - - - 
Possessive-Genitive  -nɯŋ/-niŋ -tɯŋ/-tiŋ -nɯŋ/-niŋ -dɯŋ/-diŋ 
Dative-Allative   -ɢɑ/-gɛ -qa/-kɛ -ɢɑ/-gɛ -ɢɑ/-gɛ 
Accusative -nɯ/-ni -tɯ/-ti -nɯ/-ni -nɯ/-ni 
Locative -dʌ/-dɛ -tʌ/-tɛ -dʌ/-dɛ -dʌ/-dɛ 
Ablative  -dɑŋ/-dɛŋ -tʌŋ/-tɛŋ -nɑŋ/-nɛŋ -dɑŋ/-dɛŋ 
Instrumental -bʌ/-bɛ -pʌ/-pɛ -mʌ/-mɛ -bʌ/-bɛ 
(Examples in the table are forms from Dyrenkova, 1941, pp. 40-46.) 
As seen from the data in Table 65 above, the form of the case suffix depends not only on the final 
consonant but also on the backness feature of the vowel in the morpheme that the case suffix 
attaches to. 
When forming the plural form of a noun, case suffixes as well as possessive and 
predicative suffixes follow the plurality suffix that attaches to the stem first. When multiple 
suffixes are added, they have to attach to the stem in a specific order:  the plural suffix always 
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attaches to the stem first, the possessive suffix follows the plural suffix, and the case suffix 
attaches last. Formula 4 below illustrates the order in which multiple suffixes attach to nominal 
stem: 
Formula 4. Order of Attaching Suffixes to the Nominal Stem 
STEM(-pl)(-possessive)(-case) 
 
 As shown in examples (82) a, b, e, f and (83) b, c, e, f, g, the plural suffix attaches 
directly to the nominal stem; the case suffix follows the plural suffix as shown in (82) and (83); 
however, if a possessive suffix is present, it follows the plural suffix first as in (82) and (83) e-f,  
while the case attaches after the possessive suffix as shown in  (82) and (83): 
(82) a.   qɒzʌn   ‘hare’ 
b. qɒzʌn-nʌr   ‘hares’ (Pl) 
c. qɒzʌn-nʌr-ɢɑ  ‘to hares’ (Pl-Dat/Allat) 
d. qɒzʌn-ɯŋ   ‘your hare’ (Sg-Possessive 2Sg) 
e. ɒzʌn-nʌr-ɯŋ  ‘your hares’ (Pl-Possessive 2Sg) 
f. qɒzʌn-nʌr-ɯŋ-ɢɑ ‘to your hares’ (Pl-Possessive2sg- 
      Dat/Allat) 
(83) a.   kɛbɛ   ‘boat’ 
b. kɛbɛ-lɛr   ‘boats’ (Pl) 
c. kɛbɛ-lɛr-gɛ  ‘to boats’ (Pl-Dat/Allat) 
d. kɛbɛ-zi   ‘his/her boat’ (Possessive 3Sg) 
e. kɛbɛ-lɛr-i   ‘his boats’ (Pl-Possessive 3Sg) 
f. kɛbɛ-lɛr-ibis  ‘our boats’ (Pl- Possessive 1Pl) 
g. kɛbɛ-lɛr-ibis-kɛ   ‘to our bouts’ (Pl-Possessive Pl-Dat/Allat) 
(Based on Dyrenkova, 1941, pp. 50-52.) 
6.2.2 Adjectives.  There are two classes of adjectives that are distinguished in Shor—
relational and qualitative. Qualitative adjectives attribute a quality to the denotation of the person 
or a thing that they modify, for example,  ɑq ‘white’, qɑrʌ ‘black’, tʃɑqʃɪ̈ ‘good’, tʃʌbʌl 
‘bad’; qualitative adjectives are nonderivative. Relational adjectives are, for the most part, 
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derivative adjectives; that is, they are derived from a noun or a verb by adding an adjectivizing 
suffix, and designate a relation between the entity denoted by the noun from which they are 
derived and the noun they modify, for example: qɯʃqɪ̈ ‘wintery’, ɛrnɛngi ‘snowy’, tɑʁ 
‘mountainous’. 
Adjectives in Shor generally do not agree with the noun that they modify in number or 
case (they take neither plural, nor case/possession markers), as shown in examples (84) a-d 
where the adjectives do not agree with the noun in case (84), or number (84): 
(84) a. tʃʌlbɑq  tʃ ɔl      b.  tʃʌlbɑq  tʃ ɔl-dʌ 
     wide      road   wide      road-LOCAT    
     ‘wide road’    ‘on the wide road’  
(Kurpeshko-Tannagasheva & Apon'kin, 1993, p. 7) 
 
 c.  uluʁ køl       d.   uluʁ gɔrʌt-tʌr-dʌ               
      big   mountain                 big    city-PL- LOCAT 
      ‘big mountain’                      ‘in big cities’ 
                                 (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 71)              (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 112)   
 
However, when an adjective takes the position of a subject in the sentence, it will inflect for 
number and case. 
Adjectives are formed from nominal and verbal stems by adding derivational suffixes: 
i. the suffixes -lɯʁ/-liɣ, -tɯʁ/-tiɣ, -nɯʁ/-niɣ form adjectives with the meaning 
of possession:  
(85) a. qɑr ‘snow’  →  qɑr-lɯʁ ‘snowy’ (something that has snow) 
b. ɪ̈rɯs ‘happiness’ →  ɪ̈rɯs-tɯʁ ‘happy’ (the one who has happiness)                                                        
    (Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 102) 
 
d. kyʃ ‘strength’  →  kyʃ -tyɣ  ‘strong’ (someone/something that has 
   strength)                                                          
     (Babushkin & Donidze, 1996, p. 472) 
ii. the suffixes -qɯ/-ki, -gɯ/-gi form relative adjectives: 
(86) qɯʃ ‘wintery’ ‘winter’  →  qɯʃ-ki  ‘wintery’ 
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  (Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 102) 
iii. the suffixes -dɑɢɯ/-dɛgi, -tɑɢɯ/-tɛgi form relative adjectives: 
(87) t͜ ʃɛr ‘earth’, ‘ground’  →  t͜ ʃɛr-dɑɢɯ  ‘terrain’, ‘earthy’ 
(Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 103) 
iv. the suffixes -tɪ̈jɯ/-tiji, -dɪ̈jɯ/-diji, -nɪ̈jɯ/-niji form adjective with the 
meaning of possession: 
(88) tylgy ‘fox’  →  tylgy-niji ‘foxy’ (‘that of the fox’, ‘that belonging to the  
    fox) 
(Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 103) 
 
6.2.3 Pronouns. Pronouns in Shor function either as a noun when in the position of a 
subject or an object , or as an adjective when in the position of an attribute in the sentence. 
Examples in (89) a-b below show a personal pronoun functioning as a noun, while example (89) 
shows an interrogative pronoun in the position of an adjective:   
(89) a.  mɛn kɛl-di-m       b.   mɛ:n ɑdɯm  
      I      come- PastRecent-1Sg         my      name   
      ‘I came.’ (as a Noun)                   ‘my name ’ (as an Adj.)   
 
           c.   qɑjdɯʁ ɑŋ      
      which      animal                     
      ‘which animal’ (as an Adj.)                        (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 81) 
There are seven types of pronouns in Shor: 1) personal, 2) personal-possessive, 3) 
demonstrative, 4) reflexive, 5) quantifiers, 6) indefinite, and 7) interrogative.  
There is a set of independent pronouns in Shor that can function either as a subject or as 
an attribute in the sentence with the appropriate case marking. Pronouns are marked for case both 
in singular and plural. The paradigm of personal pronouns is illustrated in Table 66. 
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Table 66. Personal Pronouns 
Singular Plural 
1 Sg mɛn  ‘I’ 1 Pl pis   ‘we’ 
2 Sg sɛn   ‘you‘ 2 Pl silɛr/slɛr  ‘you’ 
3 Sg ɔl  ‘he’/’she’/’it’ 3 Pl ɯlʌr/lʌr (ɔlʌr/ ʌlʌr), ‘they’ 
lʌr/plʌr 
 
As mentioned before, pronouns in Shor are declined for case. The declension of singular 
forms of pronouns is shown in Table 67.  
Table 67. Declension of Pronouns 
 1SG 2SG 3SG 
Nominative  mɛn sɛn   ɔl 
Possessive-
Genitive  
mɛ:ŋ sɛ:ŋ ɑ:ŋ 
Dative-Allative   mɑɢɑ (~mɑ:) sɑɢɑ (~sɑ:) ɑɢɑ (~ɑ:) 
Accusative mɛni sɛni ɑnɯ 
Locative mɛndɛ sɛndɛ ɑndɑ 
Ablative  mɛnɛŋ sɛnɛŋ ɑnɑŋ 
Instrumental mɛ:ŋmɛ sɛ:ŋmɛ ɑ:ŋmɑ 
 
The plural forms of personal pronouns are marked for case just like the Shor nouns are 
marked for case in the plural  (Babushkin & Donidze, Shorskij Jazyk, 1996). 
Personal-possessive pronouns are marked for case with the same set of case markers as 
nouns with possessive suffixes; they also can function as a verb in a sentence, as shown in 
example (90): 
(90) pɔ pɪ̈d͜ʒɑq mɛniji  
this knife       mine-V 
‘this knife is mine’                                  (Babushkin & Donidze, 1996, p. 473) 
The paradigm of the personal-possessive pronouns in shown in Table 68. 
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Table 68. Personal-Possessive Pronouns 
Singular Plural 
1 Sg mɛŋiji  ‘my’ 1 Pl pistiji   ‘we’ 
2 Sg sɛŋiji  ‘yours’ 2 Pl silɛrdiji/slɛrdiji ‘you’ 
3 Sg ɑ:ŋɯjɯ ‘his’/‘her’ 3 Pl ɯlʌrdɯjɪ̈/lʌrdɯjɪ̈  ‘they’ 
 
There are six demonstrative pronouns in Shor expressing proximity to the speaker and 
number, which are listed in (91) below: 
(91) a.   pɔ   ‘this’ 
b.   tɯɢɪ̈  ‘that’ (someone/something that is present) 
c.   ɔl   ‘that’ (someone/something that is absent) 
d.   pɔnʌr  ‘these’ 
e.   tigilɛr  ‘those’ 
f.   ʌnʌr  ‘those’    
Reflexive pronouns are marked for case just like nouns. The paradigm of the reflexive 
pronouns is illustrated in Table 69. Reflexive Pronouns 
Table 69. Reflexive Pronouns 
Singular Plural 
1 Sg pɔzɯm ‘I myself’ 1 Pl pɔzɪ̈bɯs ‘we ourselves’ 
2 Sg pɔzɯŋ  ‘you yourself’ 2 Pl pɔstʌrɯŋ  ‘you yourself’ 
3 Sg pɔzɪ̈  ‘he himself’ 3 Pl pɔstʌrɪ̈  ‘they themselves’ 
 
Quantifiers21 in Shor also can be marked for case when in the position of a subject. The 
examples of Shor quantifiers are given in (92) a-d: 
(92) a.   pʌrd͜ʒɯ (~pʌrd͜ʒʌn) ‘all’, ‘everyone’ 
b.   tø:zʌ   ‘all’/‘whole’/‘entire’  
                                                 
21
 In the Russian literature quantifiers are referred to as attributive pronouns [Rus: opredelitelnyje 
mestoimenija/определительные местоимения] (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 95; Babushkin & Donidze, 1996, p. 474; 
Chispiyakov, 1992b, стр. 72). I am using the term quantifiers because that is what these foms are referred to in the 
world’s  languages.  
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c.   tygɛzɛ   ‘whole’/‘entire’ 
d.   tɛkʃi   ‘all’ 
The forms in (93) a-e are some examples of indefinite pronouns: 
(93) a.   kɛm dʌ   ‘someone’/’somebody’ 
b.   nɔ: dʌ   ‘something’ 
c.   qɑd͜ʒɑn dʌ   ‘sometime’/‘once’ 
d.   nɔ:-nɔ   ‘something’ 
e.   qɑjdʌ-qɑjdʌ   ‘somewhere’ 
The meaning of indefinite pronouns can be expressed by a full noun phrase with a similar 
meaning and function, as shown in (94) a-b below. Compare noun phrases in (94) a-b to those 
with the indefinite pronouns in (93) a-b. 
(94) a.   pir kɪʒi       b.   pir nɛbɛ      
               one man          one thing            
             ‘someone’ (lit. ‘some person’)            ‘something’  (lit. ‘some thing’)   
 
Interrogative pronouns are marked for case when used separately from the modifying 
noun, for example, in the position of a subject. The forms of interrogative pronouns are shown in 
(95) a-h: 
(95) a.   kɛm  ‘who’ 
b.   nɔ:   ‘what’ 
c.   qɑj   ‘how’ 
d.   qɑjɪ̈  ‘which’, ‘what’ 
e.   qɑnt͜ ʃɛ  ‘how much’/‘how many’ 
d.   qɑd͜ʒʌn  ‘when’ 
f.   qɑjɑɢɑ  ‘where to’ 
g.  qɑjʌdʌ  ‘where’ 
h.  qɑjʌdɑŋ  ‘from where’ 
6.2.4 Numerals.  Numerals in Shor can function as modifiers, as shown in (96); as 
subjects, as in (96); as objects, as in (96), or as predicates.  
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(96) a.   pɛʃ pʌlʌ    b.   ijgɛ-lɛ pʌr-dɪ̈-lɛr    
                  five  child         two-Collective  leave-PastRecent-3Pl 
                  ‘five children’                         ‘the two together left’ 
                                
c.   ɔn yʃ-ti ijgi-gɛ qɑdʌ   
       thirteen-?    two-?       multiply   
                  ‘(ɔn yʃ ‘thirteen’) 
      ‘multiply thirteen by two’ 
(Based on Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 102.) 
In the position of a subject or an object, numerals are marked for case and can also take 
possessive and predicative suffixes.   
There are six different types of numerals: cardinal, ordinal, distributive, collective, 
collective-indefinite, and fractional. Table 70 lists cardinal numerals, including ones, tens, and 
hundreds: 
Table 70. Numerals 
1  pir 11  ɔn pir 40  qɪ̈rɯq 111  pir t͜ ʃys ɔn pir 
2  ijgi 12  ɔn ijgi 50  ɛliɣ 121  pir t͜ ʃys t͜ ʃɛgirbɛ pir 
3  yʃ 13  ɔn yʃ 60  ʌltɔn 131  pir t͜ ʃys ɔdʊs pir 
4  tørt 14  ɔn tørt 70  t͜ ʃɛttɔn 200  ijgi t͜ ʃys 
5  pɛʃ 15  ɔn pɛʃ 80  sɛgizɔn 300  yʃ t͜ ʃys 
6  ʌltɪ̈ 20  t͜ ʃɛgirbɛ 90  tɔɢʊzɔn 400  tørt t͜ ʃys 
7  t͜ ʃɛtti 21  t͜ ʃɛgirbɛ pir 100  t͜ ʃys (pir t͜ ʃys) 500  peʃ t͜ ʃys 
8  sɛgis 22  t͜ ʃɛgirbɛ ijgi 101  pir t͜ ʃys pir 600  ʌltɪ̈ t͜ ʃys 
9  tɔɢʊs 23  t͜ ʃɛgirbɛ yʃ 102  pir t͜ ʃys ijgi 700  t͜ ʃɛtti t͜ ʃys 
10 ɔn 30  ɔdʊs 103  pir t͜ ʃys yʃ 800  sɛgis t͜ ʃys 
   900  tɔɢʊs t͜ ʃys 
   1000  muŋ 
   1001  pir muŋ pir 
   10 000  ɔn muŋ 
   100 000  t͜ ʃys muŋ 
   1 000 000  pir miliɔn 
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6.2.5 Verbs.  In this section, I provide general information on some grammatical 
aspects of the Shor verb as a word class.  
Shor verbs encode grammatical categories of person, number, mood, tense, aspect, and 
voice. There are five different moods in Shor: indicative, imperative, conditional, optative, and 
subjunctive.  
Shor verbs can be classified into simple non-derived verb stems and derived verbs. Non-
derived verbs generally consist of mono- and bisyllabic morphemes, sometimes trisyllabic 
morphemes. Examples of non-derivative verbs that consist of  mono- and bisyllabic, and 
trisyllabic morphemes are shown in (97) a-d: 
(97) a. kir  ‘walk in’ 
b. pøl  ‘divide’ 
c. surʌ  ‘ask’ 
d. nʌzɯrʌ ‘rattle’, ‘thunder’, ‘make noise’ 
(Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 142) 
Derived verbs are those that are derived from other words. Forms in (97)  are examples of 
derived verbs,22 where I list the verbs followed by the words that they were derived from: 
(98) a. ɑŋ-nʌ ‘hunt’   ←   ɑŋ ‘animal’ (N) 
b. qɑrɑq-tʌ ‘peer’, ‘scrutinize’  ←  qɑrɑq ‘eye’ (N) 
c. t͜ ʃɔq-sʊn ‘miss (someone/something)’ ← t͜ ʃɔq ‘absence’, ‘lack’, ‘miss’ 
(N)  
d. t͜ ʃʌʒʌ ‘live’ ←  t͜ ʃʌʃ ‘year’ (N) 
d. møŋys-syrɛ ‘dwindle’, ‘run down’ ← møŋys ‘weak’, ‘tired’ (Adj) 
c. qɑrɑ-lʌ ‘blacken’, ‘denigrate’  ← qɑrɑ ‘black’ (Adj) 
d. ɛski-r ‘age’, ‘get old’  ←  ɛski ‘old’ (Adj) 
(Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 301) 
 The citation form of the Shor verb is the same as the bare stem. The bare stem is also the 
same form as the form of the second person singular imperative, which does not have any 
                                                 
22
 In the Russian literature referred as derivative verbs [Rus.: proizvodnyje glagoly] (Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 123; 
Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 145). 
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morphology added to it. So when we want to find the bare stem of a given verb we put this verb 
in the second person singular imperative. Examples (97) a-j show bare verb stems, i.e., the 
citation forms of the Shor verb (which is also the form of the second person singular imperative). 
(99) a. t͜ ʃʌt-  ‘live’, ‘lay’ 
b. t͜ ʃɛt  ‘reach’ 
c. ʌl-  ‘take’  
d. ɔdʊr- ‘sit’ 
e. uzu-  ‘sleep’ 
f. sʌrnʌ- ‘sing’ 
g. kɛl-   ‘come’ 
h. tølɛ-  ‘pay’ 
i. iʃtɛ-  ‘work’ 
j. nʌn-   ‘come back’ 
(Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 168) 
Negation is marked on the verb by adding the suffixes -pʌ/-pɛ, -bʌ/-bɛ, -mʌ/-mɛ. 
These suffixes are allomorphs of the same morpheme that changes its form based on the rules of 
vowel harmony and consonant assimilation: suffixes -pʌ/-pɛ  attach to a verb stem that ends in 
a voiceless consonant, suffixes -bʌ/-bɛ attach to a verb stem that ends in a voiced consonant, 
and suffixes -mʌ/-mɛ follow stems that end in a nasal -m, -n or -ŋ.  The examples in (97)  a-j 
below illustrate the negative forms of Shor verbs: 
(100) a. t͜ ʃʌt-pʌ   '(You) don't live!' (2sg Neg Imp) 
b. t͜ ʃɛt-pɛ  ‘(You) don’t reach’ (2sg Neg Imp) 
c. ʌl-bʌ  ‘(You) don’t take’ (2sg Neg Imp) 
d. ɔdʊrbʌ  ‘(You) don’t sit’ (2sg Neg Imp) 
e. uzu-bʌ   ‘(You) don’t sleep’ (2sg Neg Imp) 
f. sʌrnʌ-bʌ  ‘(You) don’t sing’ (2sg Neg Imp) 
g. kɛl-bɛ   ‘(You) don’t come’ (2sg Neg Imp) 
h. tølɛ-bɛ  ‘(You) don’t pay’ (2sg Neg Imp) 
i. iʃtɛ-bɛ  ‘(You) don’t work’ (2sg Neg Imp) 
j. nʌn-mʌ   ‘(You) don’t come back’ (2sg Neg Imp) 
(Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 168) 
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Shor verbs take person suffixes. Person suffixes, as all other attaching morphemes in 
Shor, follow vowel harmony and consonant assimilation patterns in the language. The paradigm 
of the person suffixes is illustrated in Table 71. As apparent from Table 71, third person singular 
has a zero suffix. 
Table 71. Verb Person Suffixes 
Singular Plural 
1 Sg (mɛn)  -ɯm, -im, -m 1 Pl (pis) -pɯs/-pis, -bɯs/-bis  
2 Sg (sɛn)   -sɯŋ/siŋ,  
            -zɯn/- zin, -ŋ 
2 Pl (silɛr) -sʌ:r /-zʌ:r  
3 Sg (ɔl)           -ø 3 Pl (ɯlʌr) -lʌr/-ler 
 
The suffixes attach to the verb stem in a specific order. The negation suffix always 
attaches to the stem of the verb first, the tense suffix follows the negation suffix if the negation 
suffix is present (otherwise, the tense suffix attaches to the stem first), the person suffix follows 
the tense suffix, and the interrogative suffix attaches at the end of the verb. Formula 5 below 
reflects the order in which the person suffixes attach to the verb stem: 
 Formula 5. Order of Attaching Suffixes to the Verb Stem 
STEM(-Neg)-Tense-Person(-Interr) 
The indicative mood in Shor has 13 tenses that describe simple and complex temporal 
relationships. Below, I briefly describe each tense, give some examples of use and provide 
morpheme by morpheme breakdown of each example. 
1. Present Current/Continuous   (the action is happening at the moment of speech): 
 formed by adding transgressive suffix -p  followed by the suffix -t͜ʃʌ.  
Suffix -p occurs only when preceded by a vowel as shown in (111) a – b; when 
preceded by a consonant suffix -p deletes, as shown in (111). The negative form 
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is built by adding the negation transgressive suffix -pʌ:n/-bʌ:n/-mʌ:n, -
pɛ:n/-bɛ:n/-mɛ:n to the verb stem as illustrated in (111). 
(111) a. sʌrnʌ-p-t͜ʃʌ 
    sleep-Transgr-PresentCurrent 
    ‘He/she is singing.’  
 
b. uzu-p-t͜ʃʌ  
    sleep-Transgr-PresentCurrent 
    ‘He/she is sleeping.’   
 
c. pʌr-t͜ʃʌ-m 
                         leave-Transgr-PresentCurrent-1Sg 
    ‘I’m leaving.’ 
 
d. iʃtɛ-bɛ:n-t͜ʃʌ 
    work-NEG-PresentCurrent 
    ‘He/she is not working.’                                  (Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 303) 
2. Present Habitual/Simple (action that happens regularly, habitually): 
 transgressive suffix -a/-e plus suffix -dɯr/-dir, as in  (111): 
(112) t͜ʃør-ɛ-dir-bis 
walk-Transgr-PresentHabit-1Pl 
‘We (usually, always) walk.’                   (Babushkin & Donidze, 1996, p. 475) 
3. Present Evidential/Present Unexpected (action happens unexpectedly): 
 transgressive suffix -p plus suffix -t͜ʃʌttɯr. Suffix -p occurs only when 
preceded by a vowel as shown in (111); when preceded by a consonant suffix -p 
deletes, as shown in (111). 
(113) a. sura-p-t͜ʃʌttɯr-zɯn 
       ask-Transgr-PresentEvident-2Sg 
     ‘You are asking (as it turns out/evidently).’ 
 
 b. tur-t͜ʃʌttɯr-ɯm 
   stand-PresentEvident-1Sg 
      ‘I am standing (as it turns out/evidently).’ 
 (Babushkin & Donidze, 1996, p. 476)     
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4. Present tense with auxiliary verbs t͜ʃør with the meaning‘walk’ and ɔdʊr with the 
meaning ‘sit’ conveys complex temporal descriptions. Present tense with auxiliary verbs 
t͜ʃør and ɔdʊr express continuous action that started in the past, but has not yet been 
completed. The sentence in (111) conveys the meaning of an unfinished action expressed 
with the auxiliary t͜ʃør, the sentence in (111) shows similar temporal relation with the 
verb ɔdʊr. 
(114) a.  pʌr-ʌ t͜ʃør-im  
       leave-TransgrPresentHabit AUXwalk-1Sg 
          ‘I left/started walking, but has not yet come’ 
(Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 207) 
  b. pʌr-ɯp ɔdʊr-ɯm 
    leave-TransgrPresentCurrent AUXsit-1SG  
      ‘I have been walking (there), but haven’t come yet’  
(Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 206) 
 
5. Recent Past (the action happened recently, a completed action):   
 suffixes –t(ɯ)/t(i), -t(u)/-t(y) after a verb stem that ends in a 
voiceless consonant, and suffixes –d(ɯ)/d(i), -d(u)/-d(y) after a stem 
that ends in a vowel or a voiced consonant: 
(115) a. mɛn ʃɯq-t-ɯm 
    I       walk out-PastRecent-1Sg 
    ‘I just walked out.’                               (Babushkin & Donidze, 1996, p. 474)   
 
b. ɯlʌr kɛl-di-lɛr     
    They   come-PastRecent-3Pl 
    ‘They just came.’                                                 (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 181) 
 
6. Remote Past (the action happened a long time ago, at a certain moment in the past): 
 suffixes -kʌn/-kɛn after a verb stem ending in a voiceless consonant, 
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suffixes -gʌn/-gɛn after a verb stem ending in a vowel or a voiced 
consonant: 
(116) a. sɛn kɛʃ-kɛn-ziŋ 
    You  cross the river-PastLong-2Sg 
    ‘You crossed the river.’ 
 
b. ɔl nʌn-ɢɑn 
    He/She come back-PastLong 
    ‘He/She came back.’                                           (Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 182) 
 
7. Habitual/Simple Past (describes habitual occurrences that happened in the past, is 
currently ongoing and will happen in the future): 
 suffixes -t͜ʃʌŋ/-t͜ʃɛŋ: 
(117) a. mɛn ɑŋnʌ-t͜ʃʌŋ-ɯm  
     I        hunt-PastHabit-1SgSuffix 
     ‘I (usually) hunted/I will have to hunt/I will be hunting.'  
  b. pis tølɛ-bɛ-t͜ʃɛŋ-mis 
    We    pay-PastHabit-NEG-1PlSuffix 
    ‘We (usually) didn’t pay/We will not pay/We usually don’t pay.’ 
(Dyrenkova, 1941, p. 185) 
8. Evidential Past (describing an action that happened evidently, unexpectedly): 
 transgressive suffix -p  +  suffixes –tɯr/-tir, –dɯr/-dir: 
(118) a. mɛn ɔjnʌ-p-tɯr-ɯm  
     I        play-Particip-PastEvident-1Sg 
     ‘I played (as it turned out).’              
   (Babushkin & Donidze, 1996, p. 475) 
 
9. Continuous Past:  
 transgressive suffix –p +  suffixes -t͜ʃɯtqɑm 
(119) a. mɛn iʃtɛ-p-t͜ʃɯtqɑn-ɯm 
     I        work-Trnsgr-PastCont-1Sg 
     ‘I was working.’                                   (Babushkin & Donidze, 1996, p. 475)   
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10. Unrealized Past:  
 transgressive suffix -qɑlɑq/-kɛlɛk,  -ɢɑlɑɢ/-gɛlɛk: 
(120) a. ʌt-qɑlɑq-sɯŋ 
     shoot-PastUnreal-2Sg 
     ‘You did not shoot (yet).’                     (Babushkin & Donidze, 1996, p. 475) 
 
11. Past tense with auxiliary verb pɔl with the meaning ‘to be’, ‘to become’, ‘to turn into’ 
combined together with other past tenses conveys various complex past tense meanings, 
for example: 
(121) a. kør-gɛlɛk  pɔl-ɢɑn-zɯŋ 
     see-PastUnreal  Aux-PastLong-2Sg 
     ‘You have not seen it (then)’, ‘You were (then) unable to see.’ 
 
 b. kɛl-t͜ʃɛŋ  pɔl-tɯr-ɛm 
     come-PastHabit   Aux-PastEvident-1Sg 
     ‘I, as it turns out (evidently), needed to come at that time (then).’ 
 (Babushkin & Donidze, 1996, p. 475) 
 
12. Habitual/Simple Future (action that will happen in the future, action that usually happens 
in the future):  
 suffixes -(ʌ)r/-(ɛ)r: 
(122) a. pur-ʌr-bɯs  
  go-FutureHabit-1Pl 
     ‘We will go’, ‘We will be going.’                     (Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 92) 
b. ʌjdʌ-r-ɯm 
    study-FutureHabit-2Pl 
    ‘You will talk’, ‘You will be talking.’ 
 (Babushkin & Donidze, 1996, p. 476) 
13. Possible Future (action or state, that might possibly happen in the future): 
 suffixes  -ɢɑdɯɢ/-qɑdɯq: 
(123) a. pɑr-ɢɑdɯɢ-ɯm 
    go-FuturePossible-1Sg 
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    ‘I will probably go.’                            (Babushkin & Donidze, 1996, p. 476) 
 
b. pɑr-bʌ-ɢɑdɯɢ-zɯn 
    go-NEG-FuturePossible-2Sg 
    ‘You probably will not go.’                             (Chispiyakov, 1992b, p. 304) 
 
 
6.3 Chapter Summary. 
In this chapter, I discussed the main structural and functional features of the Shor 
language; I gave an overview of its grammatical structure and its main morphological and 
syntactic properties. Additionally, I provided a detailed overview of the open word classes and 
their grammatical characteristics, examining each word class and providing examples to 
illustrate. Due to the scope of this thesis, the description of the closed word classes has been 
omitted; however, it is planned to be described in the further, more detailed research on the 
typology and grammatical structure of the language. 
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7.  Conclusion and Recommendations for Further Research 
This thesis research was an attempt to describe some morphophonological properties and 
features of the Shor language that belongs to the Khakas subgroup of the Uyghur-Oghuz group 
of the Turkic language family. It is spoken by approximately 13,000 people in southwest Siberia 
in the area designated as Mountainous Shoriya in the south of the Kemerovo Oblast. The 
linguistic description of phonetic and phonological properties of Shor has been present mainly in 
the Russian linguistic literature; the information about phonetics and phonology of Shor in the 
English language-based linguistic literature is practically nonexistent. In this thesis, I provided a 
description of the phonemic inventory of Shor using the International Phonetic Alphabet due to 
lack of such description in the existing English language-based literature on Shor.  In order to 
provide such description, I compared previous major research on phonetics and phonology of 
Shor by Russian researchers, and based on this comparison, I was able to describe the phonemic 
inventory of the Shor language using the IPA. I compared the descriptions of the Shor phonemic 
inventories proposed by the following authors: Dyrenkova (1941), Babushkin and Donidze 
(1966), Borodkina (1977), Pospelova (1977), Chispiyakova and Shavlova (1991), Chispiyakov 
(1992a, 1992b), Donidze (1996), and Musaev (2014).  
 Based on the comparison of the previous research, it was established that Shor has eight 
vowel phonemes, /ɑ/, /ɯ/, /o/, /u/, /ɛ/, /i/, /ø/, /y/, that realize in the following allophonic variants: 
[ɑ], [ʌ], [ɐ], [ɯ], [ɪ̈], [ɔ], [ɒ], [u], [ʊ], [ɛ], [æ], [i], [ɪ], [ɨ̞], [y], [ÿ], [ø], [ɵ]; the eight vowels have 
eight long counterparts /ɑ:/, /ɯ:/, /o:/, /u:/, /ɛ:/, /i:/, /ø:/, /y:/. Length is phonemic. I identified 13 
consonant phonemes, /p/, /m/, /t/, /s/, /ʃ/, /n/, /r/, /l/, /j/, /t͜ ʃ/, /k/, /g/, /ŋ/, that realize in 22 variants: 
[p], [b], [m], [t], [d], [s], [z], [ʃ], [ʒ], [n], [r], [l], [j], [t͜ ʃ], [dʒ], [k], [q], [g], [ɢ], [ɣ], [ʁ], [ŋ]. 
Additionally, the Shor consonant inventory contains five consonant phonemes that entered the 
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language through borrowings from the Russian language, /f/, /v/, /x/, /t͜ s/, /ɕ/. I described vowel 
and consonant phonemes with the corresponding allophones and provided examples to illustrate. 
 This thesis also describes some morphophonological properties of Shor. I discussed the 
process of vowel harmony, in particular backness harmony and rounding harmony, and the 
process of consonant assimilation. I gave a brief description of the syllabic structure and 
properties of stress, and I described some grammatical features and morphosyntactic properties 
of the language. Additionally, I provided ethnographic and sociolinguistic information and data 
about the Shor speakers.  
 Furthermore, in this study I described the two main dialects of Shor, the Mrassu dialect 
and the Kondoma dialect. The Mrassu dialect is the most widespread, and it is the variety that the 
Shor literary language is based on. The main factor for the dialectal division of the Shor 
language into the Mrassu and Kondoma dialects is based on intervocalic and word-final z(s) ~ j 
correspondence, where z(s) is pronounced in the Mrassu dialect and j –  in the Kondoma dialect. 
The Mrassu dialect has five subdialects: Lower Mrassu, Tom', Middle Mrassu, Kabyrza, and 
Upper Mrassu; the Kondoma dialect also has five subdialects: Lower Kondoma, Mundybash 
(Kalar), Antrop, Upper Kondoma, and Pyzas. I provided information about the geographic 
spread of each subdialect and described some phonological features and characteristics of some 
of them. Additionally, I provided the data for the comparison of the Mrassu and Kondoma 
dialectal alternation with the example of 17 types of phonetic correspondences between the two 
dialects. 
The data used in this project was taken from the previous research on Shor by Dyrenkova 
(1941), specifically the Grammar of the Shor Language [Rus.: Grammatika shorskogo jazyka] , 
Chispiyakova and Shavlova’s (1991) Handbook of the phonetics of the Shor language [Rus.: 
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Uchebnoye posobiye po fonetike shorskogo jazyka] Chispiyakov’s (1992a, 1992b) Graphics and 
Orthography of the Shor Language: Handbook for Students and Teachers [Rus.: Grafika i 
orfografija shorskogo jazyka: Uchebnoje posobije dlja studentov i prepodavatelej], and 
Handbook of the Shor Language for Instructors and Students [Rus.: Uchebnik shorskogo jazyka: 
Posobije dlya prepodovatelej i studentov], Babushkin and Donidze’s (1966) “The Shor 
Language” [Rus.: Shorskij Jazyk] in the series Languages of the USSR, and Donidze’s (1996) 
“The Shor Language” [Rus.: Shorskij Jazyk] in the series Languages of the world: Turkic 
Languages. 
This thesis was a descriptive study of the Shor language that examined its phonological 
and morphological properties. The description of the Shor phonemes presented in this study 
provides a theoretical account for the phonological and morphophonological features of Shor. 
The inventories of the Shor vowel and consonant phonemes proposed in this study will have to 
be verified through fieldwork. It is planned to be undertaken in the future to confirm or disprove 
the current status of the Shor phonemic inventory that was stated by the Russian scholars 
previously using the Cyrillic symbols to describe phonemes and that has been interpreted using 
the IPA in this project.   
Additional research will need to be conducted in regards to the Shor vowel phonemes to 
determine their realization in the unstressed position since the previous research did not give a 
clear explanation about the status of Shor vowels in reduced position.  
This thesis can serve as a basis for further studies of the Shor language in particular as 
well as for typological studies of the Turkic languages in general. 
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